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SOUTH AFRICA. 


THE COLONIAL COLLEGE, 
HOLLESLEY BAY, SUFFOLK, 


Has trained and sent out to South Africa and all the Colonies large numbers of 
Students. 

OPENINGS for such qualified men will be numerous after the War. 

The College specially trains for CERTAIN NOMINATIONS entrusted to it by the 
Right Hon. the Secretary of State for the Colonies. The College curriculum is excellently 
adapted for all who are intended for AGRICULTURAL and PASTORAL pursuits, &c., 
at Home or Abroad. 

Estate of 2,000 acres; beautifully situated in the FINEST CLIMATE in England. 
Sea, river, heath, pine woods. 

SPLENDID SITES, timbered and sheltered, with grand sea view, to be Let for Private 
Residences, the ground-rents forming endowment for the College. 

Full particulars from the Resipent Director at above address, or from Mr, Goprrey 
Jouxson, 8, Victoria-street, 8.W. 


THE OLDEST & WEALTHIEST EXISTING MOR1 GAGE INSURANCE OFFICE. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 

SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS, ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
Bonps. MORTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 

















HEAD | OFFICE : 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 

LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

1HE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 

GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 

special valuation and at low rates. 


X LICENSED PROPERTY X 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 











SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED 1836. 
FUNDS . - - - - £ 3,000,000 
INCOME =. - . - - £390,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - - 1,000,000 
BUSINESS IN FORCE -_~ - £11,700,000 





THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrrnovr Prorrts. 


The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 





Age | Premium 
| 20 | £17 8%, 














Age | Premium | Age | Premium | 
| 30 | £1 16 “/, | 40 | £2 10 °/, 











£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 





30 yrs. 40 yrs. 
$1,724 £2,067 








ie | om 1 ae | 
Amount of Poliey | 1,199 | 1,488 








Next Bonus as at 31st December, 1901. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 
Mr. Justice Wricat, who has left town for circuit, will return 
on Tuesdays, the 26th of June and the 10th of July, to hear 
company matters. 





Tue Appxat list for the present sittings contains 295 appeals, 
as against 298 at the commencement of the Easter Sittings and 
304 a year ago. The practical uniformity of these figures is 
somewhat curious. There are 124 appeals from the Chancery 
Division, and 131 from the Queen’s Bench Division—numbers 
very nearly em with those at the commencement of 
the last sittings. The Workmen’s Compensation ap which 
for some time have been falling off, now number o 7 8. There 
3 not a single appeal from the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 

vision. 





Tue tists of the Chancery Division naturally continue to shew 
a reduction in numbers as com: with last year, but no great 
diminition since the last sittings. There are 30@ causes and 
matters for hearing, as against 334 at the commencement of the 
last sittings, and 624 a year ago. Some of the daily journals 
have deduced from these figures the conclusion that litigation is 
declining, apparently in blissful ignorance of the fact that an 
additional judge has been at work for some time. It appears to 
us that the smallness of the reduction on the figures for the 
Easter Sittings shews a rather healthy condition of litigation. 
Mr. Justice Wricut has 42 company matters before him. 


In a casE heard before the Court of Appeal (Wzxsrzr, M.R., 
Riasy and Coxzos, L.JJ.) on the first day of the present 
sittings, counsel for a successful respondent asked for the costs 
of the shorthand note of the judgment in the court below, and 
Riasy, L.J., took occasion, with a great deal of emphasis, to 
point out the fact that it has long been the practice of the court 
to allow this item as a matter of course. e learned judge, 
however, ap tly limited his observation to the shorthand 
note of the judgment, and it is not clear that the same remark 
would apply to a shorthand note of the evidence. 








THE ARRANGEMENTS made by the judges of the Chancery 
Division for the trial of witness actions are as follows: Mr. 
Justice Sritine will take his witness list for the fortnight 
inning on Tuesday, the 26th of June, and will sit con- 





OFFICES: 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 


tinuously (Monday, the 2nd of July, excepted) until Saturday, 
33 
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the 7th of July. Mr. Justice Kexzwion will take his witness 
list on days announced in the daily cause list. Mr. Justice 
Byrne will take his witness list for the fortnight beginning on 
Tuesday, the 3rd of July, and sit continuously (Monday, the 
9th of July, excepted) until Saturday, the 14th of July. Mr. 
Justice Cozzns-Harpy will take his witness list for the fortnight 

inning on Tuesday, the 19th of June, and sit continuously 

onday, the 25th of June, excepted) until Saturday, the 30th 
of June. 





Tue vecision of the House of Lords in North-Eastern 
Railway v. Lord Hastings (1900, A. O.-260) is an interesting 
illustration of the rule that when the words of an instrument 
are plain their effect cannot be varied by extrinsicevidence. By 
a deed, made in 1854 in contemplation of the construction of a 
railway, the then Lord Hasrines agreed to grant to the railway 
company a way-leave over certain portions of his lands, and as 
a rent for the way-leave, the company were to pay a specified 
sum for every ton of coal conveyed over any part of the railway 
and shipped at the portof Blyth. The railway was constructed, 
and for more than forty years the company and their successors 
paid rent under the agreement; but the payment was confined 
to coal conveyed over such part of the line as passed over the 
land of Lord Hasrtrnes, and, notwithstanding the generality of 
the terms of the agreement, no claim was ever made 
on behalf of Lord Hasrines in respect of coal conveyed 
over other parts of the line, although it was known that 
coal was so conveyed and was shipped at Blyth. In 1897 
Lord Hasrives claimed to have the natural meaning of the 
instrument followed, and he commenced an action to recover 
the specified payment in respect of all coal passing over the 
railway and shipped at Blyth, whether it passed over his land 
orno. On the wording of the agreement there could be no 
doubt that this was what he was entitled to. The language 
used included the whole line, and made no distinction as to the 
part of the line over which the coal was carried. The only 

d for restricting the primd facie construction was the 
conduct of the parties, but the House of Lords declined to allow 
any such restriction to be placed upon the instrument. A some- 
what similar point was raised a hundred years ago in Clifton v. 
Walmesley (5 T. R. 564). The lessee of coal mines had by his 
lease covenanted to pay a certain share of the money for which 
the coal should be sold ‘‘at the pit mouth.” At the date 
of the lease all the coal was sold at the pit’s mouth, but 
subsequently it was carried away and sold elsewhere. For 
@ period of ten years the lessee made the payment in respect of 
the coal sold elsewhere, but then he ceased doing so and relied 
upon the strict language of the covenant. Lord Kenyon, C.J., 
held that he was not precluded from adopting this course, and 
that, at law, at any rate, the covenant, which was not ambiguous, 
could not be explained by parol evidence ; though he intimated 
that the conduct of the lessee might be a fraud on the covenant, 
and that possibly relief would be given in equity. This 
suggestion could hardly apply to the present case of North- 
Eastern Railway v. Lord Hastings, and just as in Clifton v. 
Walmesley, it was held that the conduct of the parties could not 
be taken into account in ascertaining the meaning of the agree- 
ment. The language was clear, and by that they were bound, 
notwithstanding that for a time they had abstained from acting 


upon it. 





In caszs where the donee of a power of appointment over a 
sum of money exercises the pes of appointing specific sums 
instead of aliquot parts of the entire amount, and the sum of 
money in its existing state of investment either exceeds or falls 
below the original figure, questions sometimes arise as to the 
effect of this change of value on the exercise of the power. 
Does the appointee take the exact sum appointed to him, or 
does he take a proportionate part of the whole sum available? 
In Booth v. Alington (6 D. G. M. & G. 613) there was a power of 
appointment over a sum stated in the will to be £120,000. The 
donee appointed £30,000, ‘part of the said sum of £120,000,” 
in favour of her husband, but did not further exercise the power. 
The entire fund ultimately fell short of £120,000, but it was held 
by Lord Cranwortn, ©., that the £30,000 was not to abate. 
“Tf,” he said, “a person having power to appoint a fund gives 


@ particular sum, and describes it as ‘part of’ that fund, what 
right has the court to say he did not mean to give that particular 
fund? It is always the safest way in all such cases to adhere to 
the exact language if you can possibly doso; any other inter. 
pretation must be founded on mere conjecture.” There is room, 
however, for more than mere conjecture where the donee of the 
power purports to deal with the whole fund and parcels it out 
among different persons, and there is then a strong presumption 
that he intended each beneficiary to take a proportionate share 
of whatever the fund might realize. In the recent case of Re 
Cruddas (1900, 1 Ch. 730) a father by his will gave a sum of 
£30,000 to be invested, and the interest to be paid to his 
daughter for life. After her death the same sum was to go as the 
daughter should appoint among her children or grandchildren, 
The daughter appointed various specific sums, amounting in the 
aggregate to £30,000, each being described as “‘ part of the said 
sum of £30,000.” At the time of the daughter’s death the 
securities in which the £30,000 had been invested were worth 
£39,000. Kexerwicu, J., held that only the sum of £30,000 
was effectually appointed, and that the excess of £9,000 must 
go as in default of appointment, but this decision has been over- 
ruled by the Court of Appeal. The daughter, it has been held, 
was dealing with the sum of £30,000 as an invested fund, and 
each separate appointment of a specified sum, part of the 
£30,000, was likewise to be treated as being an appointment of 
a corresponding part of the invested fund. The mode of the 
appointment excluded the supposition that the daughter 
intended to leave any part unappointed, and consequently the 
appointees were entitled to share rateably in the increment of 
the £30,000. 





For some YEARs there has been a constant tendency on the 
part of licensing justices to stretch the law to its utmost limits, 
and even beyond these limits, in order to close licensed houses, 
This week another case of the sort has been before the High 
Court, on appeal from quarter sessions, in the case of Mackrell y. 
The Justices of Brentford. The appellant is the owner of what is 
known as an ‘' 1869 beerhouse.” With regard to such houses 
(t.¢., houses which were, on the Ist of May, 1869, licensed for 
the sale of beer, wine, or cider, to be consumed on the premises), 
it is provided by the Wine and Beerhouse Act, 1869, that it 
shall not be lawful for the justices to refuse a renewal of the 
licence, except upon one or more of four specified grounds, 
These grounds relate either to the character of the applicant, the 
orderly management of the business, or the valuation of the 
premises. In the case in question the licence had been 
continuously renewed down to 1898, inclusive. For twenty- 
eight years, however, no beer was sold upon the premises, and 
when in 1899 the licensing justices were asked to renew, they 
refused to do so. On appeal to quarter sessions, this refusal 
was upheld, subject to a case stated, although no objection was 
made on any one of the four grounds, on the ground that the 
house was not required in the neighbourhood, and that no beer 
had been sold for many years. The High Court had to 
decide whether the court of quarter sessions was right 
in refusing to renew upon such grounds, and the judges 
had little hesitation in allowing the appeal. It is difficult to see 
how they could have decided otherwise without going directly 
contrary to the Act of Parliament. Section 19 of the Act of 
1869, as amended by section 7 of the amending Act of 1870, 

rovides that ‘‘ where on the Ist of May, 1869, a licence 
is in force and has been renewed from time to time . . . it 
shall not be lawful for the justices to refuse an application ” for 
a renewal, except upon one or more of the four grounds. The 
justices, however, did exactly what the statute says ‘‘ it shall not 
be lawful” for them todo. The statute is express and quite clear 
that the renewal can only be refused on one or more of four 

unds. Noone alleged any one of these grounds, and certainly 
the needs of the neighbourhood is not one; nor is the fact that n0 
beer had been sold for some years one of the grounds. It may well 
be argued that where the holder of a beerhouse licence dit 
continues the sale of beer his licence ought not to be renewed, 
but the law does not say so; and those who are of that opinion 
must endeavour to get the law altered in the regular way if they 
want a change. It is, of course, somewhat anomalous that 








justices should have absolute discretion in the case of a fully- 
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licensed_house and only a limited discretion in the case of 
certain beerhouses. It is not, however, within the province of 
either justices or judges to do away with this anomaly. 





Ar THE assizes for Dorsetshire last week a bill of indictment 
for perjury was laid before the grand jury in a case where no 
depositions had been taken before a magistrate in the ordinary 
course. The accused had been charged before justices at petty 
sessions with keeping two dogs without licences, and had given 
evidence on his own behalf. The magistrates disbelieved his 
evidence, convicted him, fined him, and then ordered him to be 
prosecuted for perjury at the forthcoming assizes. This pro- 
cedure is perfectly regular, for by section 19 of the Criminal 
Procedure Act, 1851, it is provided that ‘it shall and may be 
lawful for the judges or judge of any of the superior courts 
of common law or equity or for any justices of the 
peace in special or petty sessions, in case it shall 
appear to him or them that any person has been guilty of wilful 
a corrupt perjury in any evidence given before him 
or them, to direct such person to be prosecuted for such perjury, 
in case there shall appear to him or them a reasonable cause for 
such prosecution, and to commit such person so directed to be 
prosecuted until the next session of oyer or terminer or gaol 
delivery .’ It is, therefore, within the powers of 
justices to summarily commit a person for perjury as 
was done in Dorsetshire, but it is @ very unusual and 
inconvenient course to be taken. The learned judge who 
charged the grand jury said the procedure was obsolete, 
and it probably bas very seldom been followed at any time since 
the Act was passed. Where a judge of any degree believes that 
perjury ofa gross kind had been committed before him, it is 
quite common for him to direct a charge for perjury to be pre- 
ferred before a court of summary jurisdiction in the ordinary way. 
This course seems to be warranted by the section just quoted, 
and to amount to ‘‘directing’”’ such person to be prosecuted. 
It is, however, a very rare thing for any judge or magistrate to 
take full advantage of his powers under the Act, and commit for 
trial straightway, without causing the accused to be first 
charged before justices. It is conceivable that an occasion might 
arise in which such a course would be advisable, but it could 
only be so under some quite exceptional circumstances. It is 
clear that in a case like this it is impossible for the judge to 
give a grand jury any advice as to whether they should find a 
true bill or not, as he has no depositions to inform him of the 
facts. Neither can the judge form any opinion before hearing 
the case as to the materiality of the assignments of perjury. 
By far the most objectionable feature, however, of this 
procedure, is that the prisoner cannot make any proper prepara- 
tion for his defence. He is left in the dark as to the exact 
nature of the charge against him, and of the evidence he has to 
meet. This is quite contrary to the whole spirit of our criminal 
procedure as usually followed. Itis, therefore, not to be wondered 
at that Kenyzpy, J., advised the grand jury to hesitate before 
finding a true bill, and that the grand jury ignored the bill. If 
there was a miscarriage of justice in consequence of the bill 
having been thrown out, the whole blame must be laid upon the 
action of the committing justices. 





Tue case of Oliver v. Hinton (48 W.R. 3, 1899, 2 Oh. 264) 
was one of a class of cases of which there are many in 
our books. The point in it is well described in the head-note in 
the Wezxty Rerorrer—‘‘A purchaser for value, without notice 
of any incumbrance, chuinal, a conveyance of the legal estate 
im certain houses, but did not require an abstract of title, or 
production” of the title deeds. He did ask where the deeds 
Were, and was told that they were in the possession of the 
vendor, but would not be delivered up as they related to 
other property. It was subsequently discovered by the 
purchaser that the deeds had been deposited with a prior 
equitable mortgagee. Held, that the purchaser had acted with 
8ross carelessness, and would not be allowed to deprive the 
mortgagee of her security.”’ The purchaser’s counsel placed 
much reliance on an expression of Jamxs, L.J., in Ratcliffe v. 
Barnard (19 W. R. 764, L, R. 6 Oh. App. 652), to the effect that, 


guilty of fraud or of that wilful meghignnee which leads the court 
to conclude that he was an accomplice in the fraud. This dictum 
called for an express disapproval by all the judges. Liypxezy, 
M.R., said: “I do not think it is essential that he should have 
been guilty of fraud. It is sufficient that he should have been 
guilty of such gross negligence as to render it unjust to deprive 
the prior incumbrancer of his priority,” and Jzunz, P., and 
Riasy, L.J., took the same view. This decision is good so far as 
it goes, but it leaves unaffected the prior decisions to the effect 
that if a purchaser makes inquiries and receives an answer 
with which he might reasonably be satisfied, he is excused 
from making further inquiries. Ricsy, L.J., called attention to 
the fact that production of the title deeds ought to have been 
demanded by the purchaser, not delivery; and Linpizy, M.R., 
in commenting on Ratcliffe v. Barnard, distinctly said that the 
actual decision in that case was right. The decision of Ratcliffe 
v. Barnard was to the effect that when the purchaser of the 
legal estate received a parcel stated to contain the title deeds 
and did not look into it, he was not postponed to a 
prior equitable mortgagee with whom the two most 
recent deeds had been deposited. The law, therefore, 
on this subject is still left in an unsatisfactory state. 
The principle is adopted that a purchaser is postponed if 
he is guilty of gross negligence in respect of the deeds, but 
many decisions are left to the effect that omissions which would 
be deemed gross negligence by ordinary men of business 
are not so in the eyes of the law. It certainly appears that 
our law of title to land would be improved by requiring a 
purchaser or mortgagee to push his inquiries in every case until 
he actually obtained production of the title deeds; but, at the 
same time, there are cases in which the mere production of the 
documents would not give him information as to all the dealings 
with the lands. Perfect safety could only be attained by 
requiring mortgages, and other deeds which do not carry 
| possession with them, to be registered. At present, when the 
general rule is to register nothing, we cannot be surprised at 
finding attempts to remedy existing mischiefs by registering 
everything. Universal registration is like paying & premium 
for insurance ten times as great as the cost of the risk. 





Tre various Statutes of Limitations provide for the extension 
of the time of bringing an action in cases where payment is 
made on account of a debt, but they are not precise as to the 
person by whom such a payment may be made, and difficulty 
upon this head has frequently arisen. A recent example is 
afforded by the case of Re Lord Clifden (1900, 1 Ch. 774) 
before Byrne, J. In 1871 A. mortgaged certain contingent 
reversionary interests in land, and a policy for £2,500 
on his own life, as security for an advance of the same 
amount. He entered into the usual covenants for payment 
of principal and interest, and the yo deed contained a 
power to sell or surrender the policy. . never made any 
payment on account of the mortgage debt or interest, nor did he 
pay any premiums on the sabes these being paid by the 
mortgagee. In 1893 the mortgagee, without notice to A., sur- 
rendered the policy for £1,468. He diedin 1895, and A. died in 
1899. The representatives of the mortgagee then claimed to be 
entitled to enforce the security against the representative of the 
mortgagor, on the ground that the m ’s rights had been 
kept alive by the receipt of the money Bem by the insurance 
office on the surrender of the policy. Under section 8 of the 
Real Property Act, 1874, a claim to recover a sum of money 
charged on land is barred at the end of twelve years after the 
accrual of a present right to receive the same, ‘‘unless in the 
meantime some part of the principal money, or some interest 
thereon, shall have been paid,” or an acknowledgment in 
writing given. In the present case there had undoubtedly been 
a payment, and if a payment, by whomsoever made, was 
effectual to preserve the remedy, then the mortgage was still 
enforceable. The cases, however, of which Chinnery v. Hvans 
(11 H. L, ©. 115), Harlock vy. Ashberry (19 Ch. D. 539), and 
Lewin v. Wilson (11 App. Cas. 639) are the most noteworthy, 
have established the principle that payment by a stranger is not 
effectual to prevent the bar of the statute. It must be made by 





in order to deprive a man of his legal security, he must have been 


@ person liable to pay, as an acknowledgment of right (per 
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JxssEL, M.R., in Harlock v. Ashberry) or ‘‘ by a person who 
under the terms of the contract is entitled to make a tender, 
and from whom the mortgagee is bound to accept a tender of 
money for the defeasance or redemption of the mortgage : Lewin 
v. Wilson, In Re Lord Clifden the payment of the insurance 
office ranked only as a payment by a stranger, the office being 
in no way a party to the contract of mortgage. Oonsequently it 
was not effectual to keep alive the mortgage, and the remedy of 
the mortgagee’s representative was barred. 





WE REFERRED last week (ante, p. 512) to the doctrine 
established by Zieloar v. Bigge (L. R. 9 Ex. 151) that, in the 
case of the ordinary qualified covenant against assigning with- 
out the consent of the lessor, the lessee is free to assign without 
consent should the landlord unreasonably refuse his consent to 
an assignment to a respectable and responsible person. The 
lessor, however, may differ from the lessee as to the propriety 
of his refusal to consent to the assignment, and it is open to 
him to allege the assignment asa breach of covenant, and on 
this ground to recover possession of the premises in ejectment. 
This possibility is a very material consideration when it is a 
question of enforcing a contract for assignment or sub-letting 
upon a proposed assignee or sub-lessee, it being a well-settled 
principle that the court will not compel the acceptance 
of a title which will with any reasonable likelihood involve a 

urchaser in litigation. The point was raised before Romer, J., 
in White v. Hay (72 L. T. 281), and it was held to be sufficient 
for the court to be satisfied that the proposed assignee was a 
substantial and proper person. Hence, as this criterion was 
fulfilled, a decree for specific performance was made. A 
different result has been arrived at by Byryz, J., in Re Marshall 
and Salt’s Contract (48 W. R. 508), where, so far as appears 
from the report, White v. Hay was not referred to. The lease 
comprised a public-house, and the lessee contracted to sell the 
premises to a brewery company. The lessor refused to give his 
consent to the assignment, alleging as his reason that he desired 
to keep the house as a free house. The relevance of this 


objection is not altogether clear, since, as was pointed out in the | P 


argument, the transfer to the company would not by itself ‘‘ tie ”’ 
the house. For this purpose a further assignment or sub-letting 
would be necessary, and the lessor’s consent would then be again 
required. But even if the specific objection was bad, Bygnz, 
J., declined to hold that the lessor would be restricted to it, and 
the learned judge foresaw such a chance of litigation as would 
make it inequitable to force the title on the purchaser. 








THE EFFECT OF FRAUD UPON THE VALIDITY 
OF A DEED. 


Tue recent decision of Farwett, J., in King v. Smith (Times, 
26th ult.) touches a principle of law which in its practical 
- en is involved in a good deal of difficulty. The plain- 

Joszru Kino before the year 1894 had frequently employed 
@ certain solicitor to act for him in the purchase of small 
properties. Kino was a man of little education, and, according 
to his own evidence, he was in the habit of signing without 
inquiry such deeds as the solicitor put before him. In April, 
1894, the solicitor induced Kine to execute a deed which was a 
mortgage by Krne to the defendants of land belonging to Krxe 
as security for £300 and interest. The deed contained a receipt 
for the £300, and on delivery of the deed to them the defendants 
handed the solicitor a cheque for £30@. The solicitor cashed 
this the same day and misappropriated the money. In the action 
Kine sought to have the deed declared void on the ground that 
it had been obtained by fraud. According to his story, he did 
not know that it was a mortgage, and he never intended to 
mortgage the property. From the report it does not appear 
what he supposed the deed to be, or what was the nature of the 
statement by the solicitor by which he was induced to execute it. 
But while Farwe11, J., accepted the plaintiff’s assertion that he 
did not intend to mortgage the property, the learned judge held 
that he knew that he was doing something with it, and conse- 


quently that the deed was valid as against him. 
The older authorities upon the effect of fraud upon the 
validity of a deed were chiefly concerned with fraud practised 
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upon illiterate persons. This was so, for instance, in Thorough. 
good’s case (2 Rep. 9a), where the plaintiff, TaorovcHcoon, had 
executed a release of all his interest in certain land on the 
understanding that the deed was only a release of arrears of rent, 
He was an illiterate man, and before he executed the deed he wag 
told that such was its effect. It was held that the fraud vitiated the 
transaction entirely, and that the deed was not his deed. Ip 
the same case it was resolved that an illiterate man is not bound 
to execute a deed unless there is someone present who can read 
to him in a language which he understands; though, if he 
chooses to execute the deed without having it read to him, he ig 
bound by it, although it is against his intention. 

From Thoroughgood’s case it would seem to follow that a man 
who is able to read a deed, and who chooses to execute it 
without reading it, does so at his own risk. Oonsequently he 
cannot be heard to complain if he has really executed something 
very different from the deed he meres he was executing, 
But in modern cases the relief allowed on the ground of fraud hag 
not been confined to cases of the execution of deeds by illiterate 

ersons, and actual misstatement of the effect of a document hag 

een held to render it void, even though the person executing it 
was able to read and forbore todoso. In Foster v. Mackinnon 
(17 W. R. 1105, L. R. 4 OC. P. 704) the defendant had been 
induced to put his name as indorser on the back of a bill of 
exchange upon the fraudulent representation that it was 4 
guarantee. ‘It seems plain,” said Byxzs, J., “on principle and 
on authority, that if a blind man, or a man who cannot read, 
or who, for some reason (not implying negligence), forbears to 
read, has a written contract falsely read over to him, the reader 
misreading to such a degree that the written contract is of a 
nature altogether different from the contract pretended to be 
read from the paper which the blind or illiterate man afterwards 
signs; then, at least if there be no negligence, the signature so 
obtained is of no force.’”” Consequently the defendant, who had 
not intended to indorse a bill of exchange, but to sign quitea 
different instrument, was held not to be liable. 

With the case of Foster v. Mackinnon it is useful to com- 
are the dictum of Corron, L.J., in National Provincial Bank 
of England v. Jackson (84 W. R. 597): “If a person who 
seals and delivers a deed is misled by the misrepresentations 
or misstatements of the grantee or others procuring the 
execution of the deed in such a way that he does not know 
what the instrument is, the deed is not his deed at all, because 
he was neither minded nor intended to sign a document of that 
character or class, as, for instance, a release, whilst intending to 
execute a lease. Such a deed is void.” But in that case, 
though there had been a fraud, it was held that there had been 
no misrepresentation of a nature to avoid the deed ia question. 
Houses, which were subject to a mortgage, were devised among 
two sisters and their brother. The brother, alleging that he 
was going to pay off the mortgage, produced to the sisters two 
deeds and procured their execution of them. Asa matter of 
fact the deeds were conveyances to the brother in fee of the houses 
severally devised to the sisters ; and the brother, after he had paid 
off the mortgage and taken a reconveyance of the legal estate, 
made use of the title he had obtained to secure advances by the 
National Provincial Bank. The fraud on the sisters was clear, 
but as there had been no actual misrepresentation to them of 
the contents of the deeds, relief was refused. They knew, 
indeed, that they were dealing in some way with the property, 
and they were content to leave the form of the transaction to the 
brother. They thus enabled him to raise money for his own 
purposes, and the loss was properly upon them. 

Relief was also refused in the earlier case of Hunter v. Walters 
(20 W. R, 218, L. R. 7 Ch. 75), where a solicitor fraudulently 
procured a reconveyance of property from mortgagees, the 
reconveyance containing a receipt for thé mortgage money, 
although this was not in fact paid. At the time of the question 
being raised one of the mortgagees was dead, but the other 
alleged that he understood the deed to be a mere form. This, 
however, was held to be no reason for allowing him to avoid 
it. “I apprehend,” said Lord Harueacey, L.O., ‘ that if a man 
executes a solemn instrument by which he conveys an interest, 
and if he signs on the back a receipt for money . . . he can- 
not affect not to know what he was doing, and it is not enough 
for him afterwards to say that he thought it was only a form, 
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That merely amounts to saying that a misrepresentation was 
made to him under which he executed a deed; still, the deed 
may have been exactly what he intended to execute, though he 
intended it to be used for a totally different purpose. But this 
does not affect the deed.” 

The case of Hunter v. Walters is also important as containing 
anoteworthy suggestion by Metuisu, L.J., that even misrepre- 
sentation of the contents of a deed will not suffice to render it 
yoid, if the person executing it is able to read it for himself. 
“In my opinion,” he said, ‘‘it is still a doubtful question 
at law, on which I do not wish to give any decisive 
opinion, whether, if there be a false representation respect- 
ing the contents of a deed, a person who is an educated 
=. and who might, by very simple means, have satisfied 

i as to what the contents of the deed really were, may 
not, by executing it negligently, be estopped as between himself 
anda person who innocently acts upon the faith of the deed 
being valid, and who accepts an estate under it.” But even if 
nisrepresentation of the contents of the deed might render it 
void, the learned judge agreed with the rest of the court that 
there was no evidence of any such misrepresentation in the case 
before him. 

From the cases referred to above it appears that a fraudulent 
misstatement of the effect of a deed is probably sufficient to 
make it void, even though the person executing it can read, and 
can therefore himself prevent the fraud from being perpetrated ; 
though, as suggested by Muztusu, L.J., in Hunter v. Walters, 
it is not certain that such is the law, and it is possible that 
he would be left himself to bear the consequences of omitting 
to read the deed. In practice, no doubt, most persons rely 
= their solicitors to advise them as to the effect of deeds 
which are placed before them, and they can hardly be charged 
with negligence for not taking the precaution of reading the 
deeds themselves. But this course is only a matter of con- 
venience, and when a deed has been fraudulently procured by 
misstatement of its contents, and it is necessary to decide upon 
whom the resulting loss must fall, it would seem fairer to place 
it upon the person who, by trusting to others for the effect of 
the deed, has enabled the fraud to be committed, than to inflict 
itupon a person who is altogether innocent. Where, however, 
there has been no actual misstatement of the effect of the deed, 
but the owner of property, knowing that he is dealing with it in 
some way, has left the form of the transaction to his solicitor, it 
is clear that he is not entitled to relief in the event of his being 
deceived, and this appears to have been the ground upon which 
relief was refused by Farwzx1, J., in King v. Smith. 
















































































ATTACHMENT OR COMMITTAL. 


Tux decision of Mr. Justice Cozens-Harpy in D. v. A. § Co. 
(48 W. R. 429; 1900, 1 Ch. 484), which was a case arising on 
the breach of an undertaking of a positive character, appears to 
have settled a question, the answer to which was, before, a little 
Uncertain; and it may now be laid down that an attachment 
may issue where there is an order requiring a person to do any 
act other than the payment of money, or to abstain from doing 
ns (this is under ord. 24, r.7); and also where there is an 
: er for the payment of money coming within the exceptions 
of the Debtors Act; but that in every other case of contempt 
of court the only remedy is by committal. 
bog learned judge bases his judgment on this point upon 
r at he States to be the view expressed in Mr. Registrar 
“Vig valuable memorandum set out in Appendix A of Mr. 
i ALD's book on Contempt, and in the report of Re Hvans, 
vans v. Noton (41 W. R. 230; 1892, 1 Ch. 252). But, with 
much deference, we do not so understand the memorandum. It 
contains the following passage referring to contempts not being 
hes of or neglects to comply with an order (as, for instance, 
— of undertakings, personal contempts, &¢.): “It is 
= that the correct view is that these special contempts are 
than eelatod by the old practice, under which committal rather 
attachment wasthe absolutely correct remedy ; though attach- 
ent being considered less than committal, it would, under the old 
Practice, have been open to the person aggrieved to ask for au 
hment rather than a committal.” Aud there is nothing 





















































in the memorandum to suggest that what was open to the 
aggrieved person under the old practice was not, or would not 
be, open to him under the new. 

In our view the whole tenor of the memorandum shews 
that it was contemplated that attachment would continue to 
be a possible remedy in cases of special contempt, as well as 
in cases coming within ord. 24, r. 7. It was framed mainly 
with the object of pointing out that a notice of motion for 
leave to issue an attachment (which was necessary under 
ord. 44, r. 2) must, in amy case in which attachment would 
not under the old practice have issued without an order (with 
the possible exception of an attachment under the Debtors Act), 
be personally served upon the respondent. It seems to 
us that, but for the decision of the learned judge, a 
motion for leave to issue a writ of attachment in the case of a 
special gees @: notice of which had been personally served, 
might be, and perhaps ought to be, successful, although the 
more appropriate and stronger remedy of committal was not 
asked for ; and this upon a principle which has been acted upon 
in other branches of procedure and, if our memory does not 
deceive us, in cases under this branch also. A motion for an 
injunction to restrain an act complained of which constituted « 
contempt, and could not be restrained on any other ground, has, 
we think, more than once been successful, although the 
notice of motion did not ask for committal or attachment. And 
if such a motion were mistaken only in substituting attachment 
for committal and were well (that is, personally) served and in 
other respects regular, it should, one would think, at worst be 
amended without any penalty other than that, possibly, of pay- 
ment of the cost of amendment. 

The learned judge, however, distinctly stated that in the view 
expressed in the memorandum an undertaking, whether 
positive or negative, must be enforced by committal and 
not by attachment; that he adopted that view; that the 
objection founded on that view prevailed; that the notice of 
motion was wrong in asking for attachment instead of com- 
mittal, and, apparently as a necessary consequence, that the 
respondents were to pay the costs of the motion. 

It may be observed that the decision upon the point above 
referred to was not wanted for the order made, as the notice 
for leave to issue the attachment was not personally served ; and 
this was fatal, and deserved the penalty of costs. 

It is true, as stated by the learned judge, that Bowen, 
L.J., spoke of the memorandum as representing the practice 
accurately, but there is nothing to shew that he interpreted the 
memorandum in the same manner as Cozens-Harpy, J. Nor 
is there anything in the case of Callow v. Young (31 Soxicrrors’ 
JournaL 77, 269, referred to in the judgment) that conflicts 
with our interpretation of the memorandum. It appears that 
the order in that case was stopped at the suggestion of Mr. 
Lavi himself: see W. N. (1886), p. 209. 








REVIEWS. 
WINDING-UP PRACTICE. 


CoMPANY PRECEDENTS FOR USE IN RELATION TO COMPANIES SUB- 
JECT TO THE CoMPANTES Acts, 1862 T0 1898. ParrII.: Wrnprine- 
up FoRMS AND PRACTICE, ARRANGED AS FOLLOWS: COMPULSORY 
WINDING UP; VOLUNTARY WINDING UP; WINDING UP UNDER 
SUPERVISION ; ARRANGEMENTS AND COMPROMISES. WiTH Copious 
Nores, AND AN APPENDIX CONTAINING ACTS AND RULES. 
E1euts Epirion. By Francis BEAUFORT PALMER, Barrister-at- 
Law; assisted by FranK Evans, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 

The growth of Mr. Palmer's volumes is an indication of the ever- 
increasing bulk of company law. For the first five editions the whole 
of the precedents and practice were comprised in one volume, The sixth 
edition saw the severance betweeen the general precedents, which were 
collected in Part I., and the winding-up precedents, which were 
placed by themselves in Part II. Both of these parts have now been 
relieved by the recently-published Part III., which deals with deben- 
tures and debenture stock, and which we notice elsewhere. No lengthy 
account is required of a book like the present, which is in its eighth 
edition, and which has become firmly established asindispensable in all 
matters of winding-up practice. Its leading feature is the forms of 
orders, which are copiously supplied, and which, as Mr. Palmer 
points out in the preface, furnish the practitioner not only with the 





means of framing his applicatiun in appropriate terms, but with an 
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authority which may enable him to obtain the desired order. The 
first portion of the book, dealing with compulsory winding up, is the 
largest and most important, and by dividing it into fifty-two chapters 
Mr. Palmer has made it easy to refer at once to any particular point. 
The chapters on creditors and contributories will be found to contain 
the numerous cases on these subjects very concisely and neatly 
arranged. In that on contributories useful tables are inserted, 
shewing the cases where it has been held that persons can or cannot 
escape being placed upon the list of contributories, and enabling the 
reader to see at a glance the nature of the circumstances in each case. 
Under the head of ‘‘ Relief in Winding up,” Mr. Palmer gives the 
text of the Companies Act, 1898, and deals exhaustively in the notes 
(see pp. 478-481) with the cases in which the Act has been utilized 
for avoiding the consequences of omitting to file a proper contract 
under section 25 of the Companies Act, 1867. He has also included 
forms for use under the Act of 1898 (pp. 526-529). 

The prefatory notes to the various chapters give full information 
as to the statutes and rules, and the text of these, with practice 
directions and miscellaneous matters, is given in the appendices. The 
work, we have no doubt, will continue to be as useful as it has been 
found in the past. 





DEBENTURES AND DEBENTURE STOCK. 


CoMPANY PRECEDENTS FOR USE IN RELATION TO COMP ANIES 
SUBJECT TO THE COMPANIES AcTs, 1862 To 1898. Part III: 
DEBENTURES AND DEBENTURE STOCK, INCLUDING DEBENTURES, 
TrusT DEEDS, Stock CERTIFICATES, RESOLUTIONS, PROSPECTUSES, 
Writs, PLEADINGS, JUDGMENTS, ORDERS, RECEIVERSHIPS, 
Notices, MIscELLANEOUS; wITH Corious NOTEs. EIGHTH 
Epirion. By Francois BEAUFORT PALMER, Esq., Barrister-at- 
Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). Price 21., 


The relegation of the subject of Debentures and Debenture Stock 
to a separate volume of Mr. Palmer’s Company Precedents follows, 
naturally enough, from the increasing importance of the subject. As 
the author says, at the time of publication of the first edition of his 
work the amount issued on debentures and then outstanding did not 
exceed £50,000,000, and ninety pages only were devoted to the treat- 
ment of the subject, while at the present time the amount outstanding 
on debentures and debenture br exceeds £400,000,000, and we have 
now a@ volume of 634 pages devoted to the subject. The arrangement 
of matter in the volume is very convenient. It opens with a discussion 
of the question ‘‘ What is a debenture?” and deals in successive 
aape with matters affecting debentures, debenture stock, trust 
deeds, and prospectuses in relation to debentures and debenture stock. 
As to all these matters the decisions are well stated, and no matter 
of importance is omitted to be considered. A valuable part of the 
chapter on ‘‘ What property may be mortgaged to secure deben- 
tures”’ is that relating to foreign property, which, like the rest of the 
work, is eminently practical, considering, first, whether the deben- 
tures or debenture stock can be secured on the property in accordance 
with the local laws, and if so, how? and next, if it cannot ba so 
secured, what is the best security which can be given? Another 
interesting chapter is that on the power of majorities of debenture 
and debenture stock-holders, in which the decisions on majority 
clauses are carefully collected. The whole of the preliminary treatise 
is in fact characterized by clearness and adaptation to the wants of 
the practitioner. 

The precedents which follow the treatise are mostly familiar. We 
have sometimes regretted the omission from the later editions of the 
form of trust deed to secure debentures. No doubt debenture stock 
trust deeds are by far the more frequent, but the omission of the form 
rather impairs the completeness of the work, and the present would 
have been a good opportunity to restore it. We should also have 
been glad to see an abbreviated form of trust deed inserted for use 
in relation to comparatively small issues of debentures or debenture 
stock. At the same time such a form is easily prepared from Mr. 
Palmer's form of debenture stock trust deed, which is rightly framed 
so as to meet, and does actually meet, the widely differing natures of 
the ty on which debenture stock is to be secured, 

third part of the book relates to the remedies of holders of 
debentures and debenture stock, which are discussed under the heads 
of (1) those available without the aid of the court, and (2) those 
available only with the aid of the court, and contains a most 
complete collection of forms. The work is one on the completeness 
of which Mr. Palmer may be heartily congratulated. 


RECEIVERS, 


TuE Law AND PRACTICE AS TO RECEIVERS APPOINTED BY THE HIGH 
Count or Justice. By Witi1am WiLLiAMson Kerr, M.A., 


-at-Law. Fourtn Fpirion. By Percy F. WHEELER, 
M.A., B.C.L., Barrister-at-Liw, assisted by CHARLES BURNEY, 
B.A., Master of the Supreme Court. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


This is a carefully-edited issue of Mr. Kerr’s standard work, 





of the usefulness of which most practitioners are aware. There 
does not seem to have been any alteration in the arrangement 
of the matter, and the editors have confined themselves to the 
insertion of the recent decisions and changes in the practice. As 
regards practice matters, it need hardly be said that the co- 
operation of Master Burney is a guarantee of the accuracy of the 
statements with regard to them. Among the cases now incorporated 
is the curious and interesting decision in Re Hale, Lilley v. Foad 
(47 W. BR. 579; 1899, 2 Ch. 107), as to which we think it would have 
been well to insert some extracts from the judgment of Lindley, L.J, 
But the practice of giving extracts from judgments is not in 
accordance with the plan of the work, throughout which there is a 
praiseworthy aim at conciseness in the statement of the effect of 
cases. The decisions appear to be very completely collected, and the 
new edition will be found to bring the law on the subject up to date 
in a very satisfactory manner. 





MEDICAL JURISPRUDENCE. 
A System oF MEDICINE, BY MAny WRITERS. Edited by T. CLIrForD 
Au.sourt, M.D., LL.D., Regius Professor of Physic in the University 
of Cambridge. Vou. VIIL. Macmillan & Co. (Limited). 


In this volume of Dr. Allbutt’s ‘‘ System of Medicine” the medico- 
legal aspects of various forms of mental disease are treated by experts 
of undoubted eminence. The Introduction, and the articles, 
‘* Toxic Insanity,” ‘‘ Mental Stupor,” and ‘‘ English Law and Prac- 
tice in Lunacy ’’—the last-named in conjunction with Dr. Wood~— 
are written by Dr. Savage. Dr. Nicolson, formerly of Broadmoor 
Asylum, and now one of the Medical Lunacy Visitors, writes 
on ‘*Criminal Lunacy in England,” while Dr. Rayner treats of 
‘‘Melancholia and Hypochondriasis.” The layman or the lawyer 
desiring to master the medical side of these subjects will find the 
articles—to which excellent bibliographies are appended—of great 
value. But we think that in the legal portions of the book a number 
of leading cases might with great advantage, and with no undue 
enlargement of the volume, have been cited. 





FRENCH LAW. 

French Law AFFECTING BririsH SvUBJECTS: AN OUTLINE OF 
French Law As AFFECTING British Supsects. By J. T. B. 
SEwWELL, M.A., LL.D., Solicitor of the Supreme Court. Stevens 
& Sons (Limited). 

No Eoglish lawyer who follows the work of the courts needs to be 
told how numerous and intricate are the questions that arise in 
practice involving the application of French law to British subjects. 
Naturalization and nationality, lunacy, domicil, the position of the 
promoters of companies in France—these and many other similar 
topics of equal importance at once suggest themselves in this 
connection. On all points of this kind Mr. Sewell gives a clear and 
accurate account of the provisions of French law. In the case of 
actual litigation the practitioner will probably prefer to take his law 
for practical purposes from a foreign jurist. But he cannot better 
prepare himself for such a consultation than by a careful preliminary 
study of Mr. Sewell’s book—bearing in mind, of course, the fact that 
the law has in many particulars undergone rapid development since it 
was published. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 

The Law of Animals: A Treatise on Property in Animals Wild and 
Domestic, and the Rights and Responsibilities Arising Therefrom. 
By Joun H. Incuam, of the Philadelphia Bar. Stevens & Haynes. 

The Maritime Code of the German Empire. Translated by W. 
ARNOLD. Effingham Wilson. 

The American Law Review, May-June, 1900. Editors, SeyMouR 
D. THompson, St. Louis; LEONARD A. JONES, Boston, Reeves & 
Turner. 

A Treatise on the Law relating to the Carriage of Goods by Sea. 
By THoMas GILBERT GARVER, M.A.,Q.C. Third Edition. Stevens 
& Sons (Limited). Price 36s. 





A correspondent writes to the Zimes to suggest tMat ‘‘ As we are very 
near the end of the war, and as the Government will now be seriously 
considering the question of the sctilement of the conquered territories, 
the law courts will require to be entirely reconstituted, and provision 
should be made allowing colonial lawyers to practise in the courts of the 
Transvaal and Orange Free State. As a British solicitor with an experience, 
legal and otherwise, extending over a number of years in Australia, and 
judging the other colonies by the Australian standard, { know that such a 
provision would be highly appreciated by colonists in general as well as by 
the legal profession, and that more uvon sentimental grounds than upon 
practical, though the latter would not be altogether lost sight of, as there 
are a number of colonial lawyers at the front, and they may desire to 





| remain in the country.” 








7 
Soe ESR Lee |S 
SPoeo pas i BPS pees 


FORD 
rsity 


dico- 
perts 
icles, 
rac: 
od— 
noor 
rites 
3 of 
wyer 

the 
reat 
aber 
due 


UB 
3 & 


28. 
ens 





June 16, 1900, 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





(Vol. 44.] 529 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE OUTPUT OF ‘RED TAPE.” 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—The national importance of maintaining, and whenever 
possible of increasing, the output of ‘‘ Red Tape” is happily a matter 
on which our political leaders on both sides of the House are in 
perfect agreement. Fortunately in this matter the Treasury is 
acquiescence itself. At the present momenta Bill is before Parlia- 
ment designed to facilitate the output in a new direction. The pro- 
spects of the Bill becoming law are of the brightest, but the public 
interests involved are so great that I venture to address you in order 
to make assurance doubly sure. 

A Government department has recently been established which 
already employs 150 persons, but official promises are made that in 
the near future this number will be materially increased—promises 
which may with every confidence be relied upon. It is clearly due 
to the new department that it should be housed in a manner befitting 
its new-born dignity, and accordingly a Bill to supply the funds for 
the erection of an imposing building is now awaiting its Third 
Reading. With becoming modesty the amount of public money 
asked for is only £265,000, but doubtless later on this sum will be 
supplemented by a really adequate amount. 

The sight of 150 busy pairs of hands actively unwinding ‘‘ Red 
Tape’ is so inspiring that it would be an unnecessary detail to refer 
to the work on which the department is ostensibly engaged, were it 
not for the fact that it proves what highly satisfactory results can be 
obtained from materials the most unpromising. The work really 
affects only a small class—the persons who want to buy or mortgage 
property in London. A new system, different from anything ever 
attempted in any other country for selling or mortgaging property, is 
being evolved. The perversity of human nature is, however, 
proverbial, and it shews iteelf in a striking degree in this instance. 
With an entire disregard of the larger interests at stake— 
the importance of increasing the output of ‘‘Red Tape ’—the 
persons affected and everyone possessing # practical knowledge of the 
subject, including bankers an@ building societies, have the bad taste 
to disapprove of the whole business. The only ground, however, 
that they have for the extraordinary attitude they have taken up is 
that the new system adds seriously to the trouble, delay, and expense 
of dealing with property. The expense of carrying out small trans- 
actions—those not exceeding £1,000, for instance—which certainly 
represent the bulk of the business, is no doubt increased by quite 
25 per cent. But surely the objections are completely met by the 
official statement that the benefit of the system will begin to be felt 
in twenty-five or thirty years. Even if this statement should prove 
to be incorrect, as experts predict, still the matter should obviously 
not be decided on such narrow grounds as the opponents put forward. 
Limited as the staff is at present to 150 persons, it clearly furnishes 
150 reasons in favour of the new system, and even Lord Chancellors 
cannot be expected to shut their eyes to such convincing numbers. 

But the most childish argument against the present Bill remains to 
be mentioned. The Act allowing the new system to be tried provided 
that it should first be put in force in one county for an experimental 
period of three years. London was selected for the experiment. 
Little more than one-third of the trial period has elapsed, and the 
Act as yet applies only to a part of London, and now the critics 
seriously argue that, before the new building is put up, the Govern- 
ment should wait to learn the result of the three years’ experiment. 
The answer is surely that the three years’ —- was simply to 
enable the officials, apart from the public, to judge of the 
success of the experiment, and that the officials are already con- 
vinced of its success. According to the evidence recently 
given before the Select Committee on the Bill, the number of titles 
registered under the Act now average 60 a day; and the 150 officials 
find, it is stated, full employment in handling the tape necessary for 
these 60 transactions. What better proof of the success of the 
measure can be wanted, and what object can there now be in waiting 
three years? It is true the 60 persons protest bitterly that they only 
register because the Act makes it compulsory on them to do so, and 
that if left alone they would not go near the office, but they lose 
sight of the fact that in all civilized countries in cases of differences 
of opinion the views of the majority must prevail. In this case is it 
not 150 against 60? The authorities are therefore clearly justified in 
relying on the public to support them in passing the present Bill 
through its remaining stages, and if only our trusted leaders are left 
alone, the public need have no fear that the output of ‘‘ Red Tape”’ 
will ever be allowed to decline. J. 8. RUBINSTEIN. 

5, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, W.C., June. 


WILL BY ENGLISHMAN OF REAL ESTATE IN FRANCE. 
[Z'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 
Sir,—I have been waiting for some wiser head than mine to reply 
to your correspondent’s letter inquiring what was necessary to make 








the will of an Englishman valid so as to pass real estate in France, 
but in the absence of a reply I venture to submit my views on this 
interesting point. 

Real property is subject to the law of the place where it is situated, 
and the will of an Fnglishman must be in accordance with the lex loci. 
This a will in ordinary legal form in this country is not, so far as 
regards real estate in France. 

Real estate in England would not pass under a French will not 
executed in conformity with English law (see Westlake’s Private 
International Law, c. 8, s. 169), and by parity of reasoning an 
English will not executed with French formalities would not pass real 
estate in France. 

It would therefore be desirable for the English testator on his next, 
visit to Paris to get a French avoué to make him a will in French 
form disposing of the French property in the way desired, so far as 
the laws of France permit. WILLIAM ROYLE. 

5, Bedford-row, Holborn, London, W.C., June 13. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re WATSON AND MORRISON’S CONTRACT AND WATSON v. KERR. 
Byrne, J. 13th June. 


ONSTRUCTION— D— Nn SHELLE sE—Impiiep Girt. 
ConstTRUCTION—DegEp —RvLE In SHELLEY’s CasrE—Impiiep G 


Adjourned summonses. These summonses relating to the same matter 
were heard together, the point really involved in both being whether the 
rule in Shelley’s case applied or not. By an indenture of 1870, made 
between J. M. and J. O. of the first part, John Hedley and Mary his wife 
of the second part, and J. G. J. of the third part, certain freeholds were 
conveyed to J. G. J. to such uses, upon such trusts and for such 
intents and purposes and generally in such manner in all respects as 
the said John Hedley and Mary his wife should jointly appoint, and 
in default of appointment, to the useof the said Mary Hedley for 
life, without impeachment of waste, so as the said Mary Hedley should 
receive the yearly rents and profits out of and from the said trust premises 
for her own use free from the debts and control of her husband, and from 
and after her decease, in case the said John Hedley should survive her, to 
the use of the said John Hedley for life, and after the death of the survivor 
of John and Mary to such uses and upon and for such trusts and 
purposes as the said Mary Hedley should appoint, but so only that 
every such appointment should be made in favour of Sarah Elizabeth, 
daughter of John Hedley and Mary, if she be the only child or 
all the children, equally if more than one, of the said John and Mary, 
but so only as to take effect after the death of the survivor of 
John and Mary, and in default of and so far as any appointment 
should not extend, to the heirs and assigns of the said Mary Hedley. 
John Hedley died in 1874. The said Sarah Elizabeth was the only child 
of the marriage. She married one R. 8. Kerr, who predeceased her, and 
she was at the date of these proceedings of unsound mind, not so found, but 
unable to concur in any conveyance of the property. The powers of appoint- 
ment given by the deed of 1870 were never exercised, but by her will, dated 
in January, 1899, Mary Hedley devised to the plaintiffs all her real estate 
(including real estate over which she had any general power of appointment 
or di-position by will) upon certain trusts for sale. She died in November, 
1899. In January, 1900, the plaintiffs contracted to sell the property to 
Morrison, aud the question arose whether, by virtue of the rule in Shelley’s 
case, Mary Hedley took the fee simple in the property or only a life estate 
with a power of appointment. Counsel for the purchasers did not appear. 
On behalf of Sarah Elizabeth Kerr it was contended that the rule in Shelley's 
case Gid not apply, because the interp sition of the separate use rendered the 
life estate of Mary Hedley equitable only, and the rule would not apply unless 
the coalescing estates were either both legal or both equitable. It was 
also urged that there was an implied gift to Sarah Elizabeth. For the 
plaintiffs the following cases were referred to: Richardson v. Harrison (16 
Q. B. D. 85), Re Hart (1883, W. N. 164), Williams v. Waters (14 M. & W. 
166) ; also Theobald on Wills (4th ed.), 358. For the defendant Re Jefferys 
(14 Eq. 136), Re Hart (1883, W. N. 164), and Evans v. Evans (1892, 2 Ch. 
173) were cited. 

Byrne, J., said that the will of Mary Hedley was not so framed as to 
execute a special power of appointment. The case was covered by the case 
of Williams v. Waters, and the rule in Shelley's case applied, with the result 
that the property passed under her will as part of her own estate, aud not 
by virtue of any appointment made by the will. There was no implied 
gift in the deed of 1870 to the only child of the marriage.—Counsst, 
Gatey ; D. N. Pollock ; John Chester. Souacrrors, King, Wigg, § Co., for 
H. E. Richardson, Newcastle-on-Tyne. 

{Reported by R. Lxran Ramssoruam, Barrister-at-Law. j 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 


High Court—Chancery Division. 
AINSWORTH v. WILDING. Stirling, J. 27th April, 24th May. 
Practics—DiscovkryY—Privi_eGe—So xicrtor’s CoRRESPONDENCE AND Bini 
or Costs—Nors sy Soxicrror or Oxpgsr 1n Jup@e’s CoamMragers—R, 8. ©, 

XXXI. 18 (2). 
This summons raised a question as to whether certain dccuments were 
privik ged, in au action commenced in 1890 for an account of what was 
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due on a deed of charge dated in 1877. Ina similar action brought in 
1878 an order was made in that year that the deed should stand asa 
security for what was due to the defendants from one Smith, the plaintiff 
in the 1878 action. The account brought in under the order was disputed 
on behalf of Smith by the plaintiff Ainsworth, bis solicitor (since deceased). 
In 1879, after Ainsworth had taken his second mortgage, Smith changed 
his solicitor, and there was then a settlement of accounts to which 
Ainsworth was not a party and which his legal personal representatives 
now submitted was not binding upon his estate, or, if binding, 
ought to be opened in respect of certain unauthorized charges 
and mortgage accounts. The plaintiffs said that a question as to 
the account being continued as a current account was raised in chambers 
in 1878 and an order made as to the same, to which the defendants replied 
that even if that was so (which they denied), it was not in the presence of 
the defendants or either of them. Upon an order for discovery of docu- 
ments, the defendants objected to produce (1) certain correspondence as 
being professional and confidential ; and (2) certain parts of bills of costs 
in the 1878 action as being ‘‘ copies of or extracts from memoranda or 
notes made by the defendants’ solicitors pending the action solely for the 
purpose of enabling them to conduct the litigation and to advise with 
reference thereto.’’ The plaintiffs now asked for a further and better 
discovery of the correspondence and of the solicitor’s notes of the 
order made in chambers: Gardner v. Irvine (27 W. R. 442, 4 Ex. Div. 49, 
53), O'Shea v. Wood (1891, P. 286), Nicholl v. Jones (13 W. R. 451, 
2 H. & M. 588), Goldstone v. Williams, Deacon, § Co. (47 W. R. 91; 
1899, 1 Ch. 47, 51), Chant v. Brown (9 Ha. 790), Burton v. Dodd (35 
Soxrcrrors’ Journat 39), Zurton v. Barber (22 W. BR. 438, 17 Eq. 329), Re 
Worswick (86 W. R. 625, 38 Ch. D. 370, 373), Nordon v. Defries (30 W. R. 
612, 8 Q. B. D. 508), Annual Practice, 1900, vol. 1, p. 414. ‘The defendants 
referred to Bray on Discovery, 372, 391; Minet v. Morgan (19 W. R. 374, 
8 Ch. 361, 366) ; and, in support of their proposition that the memorandum 
of proceedings in chambers was privileged, being a note of the general 
impression of what occurred as recorded by the intelligence of the solicitor 
for the purposes of bis litigation and not a mere verbatim record of pro- 
ings in open court, they referred to Ex parte Skerratt (28 Soxicrrors’ 
JournaL 376), and Annual Practice, 1900, vol. 2, p. 340. Cur. adv. vult. 
Srreiinc, J.—This application is based on the proposition that mere 
records of what takes place in chambers in the course of a hostile action in 
the presence of parties on both sides are not privileged. It has been held 
that a shorthand writer’s notes of what takes place in open court are not 
rivileged : Nicholl v. Jones and Re Worswick (ubi supra). The same thing 
| been held as to the shorthand writer’s notes of proceedings before an 
arbitrator : Rawstorne v. Preston Corporation (83 W. R. 795, 30 Ch. D. 116). 
In Re Worswick North, J., says, ‘‘ A mere verbatim report of the evidence, 
whether by the solicitor’s clerk, the solicitor, or counsel, would not, in my 
opinion, be privileged.’”” With that I agree. I am unable to see that 
for this purpose any valid distinction can be drawn between proceed- 
ings in open court and proceedings in chambers. It is sought to 
obtain production (1) of correspondence between the solicitor and 
client ; and (2) entries in the solicitor’s bill of costs. Somewhat differ- 
ent considerations apply to the two classes of documents. The founda- 
tion of the privilege is stated by Lord Brougham, O., in Greenough 
v. Gaskell (1 My. & K. 98, 103) and by Cotton, L.J., in Southwark and 
Vauzhall Water Co. v. Quick (26 W. R. 341,3 Q. B. D. 315, 321). Now, 
the letters of which production is sought are sworn to be ‘ professional 
communications of a confidential character - having been made 
solely for the purpose of enabling my solicitor to conduct the said litigation 
in Smith v. Wilding on behalf of my co-defendants and myself.’”’ It is 
said that the letter or a statement in a letter as to what had been done in 
chambers is not privileged. I am unable to see why. It may well have 
been, and I should infer from the affidavit that the communication was, 
made for the purpose of obtaining information or instructions from 
the client necessary for the conduct of the action. If I were to hold 
that such letters or statements were not privileged it seems to me that I 
should be imposing on the free communication with his solicitor to which 
the client is entitled, a fetter hitherto unrecognized in any authority. It 
seems to me contrary to principle that I should do so. I see no reason to 
dcubt the statements in the affidavit, and I think that this portion of the 
summons must be refused. I now come to the entries in the bill of costs. 
As a general rule a bill of costs relating to litigation, actual or contem- 
plated, is privileged : Chant v. Brown and Turton v. Barber (ubi supra). No 
objection is, however, raised to the production of the bill as a whole; the 
bill has been produced, but certain entries in it are sealed up, and 
privilege is claimed in respect of these entries on the following 
ground, ‘‘that the same are copies or extracts from,’’ &c. (see above), 
or not relevant to this action. [His lordship again referred to 
Greenough v. Gaskell, pp. 102, 104.] There has been some discussion 
as to whether in the first passage the law has not been stated 
somewhat too widely. I am not concerned to inquire into that; 
the important poivt for the present purpose is that memoranda made by 
the solicitor are placed on the same footing as communications; they are 
only privileged where communications would be: Lyell v. Kennedy (23 Ch. 
D. 406). Itis to be cbserved that the memoranda or notes are not in the 
affidavit sworn to be confidential. It is quite consistent with the affidavit 
that they msy be of the character described by Lord Brougham in the 
second passage (p. 104), as, for example, if they contained a simple note 
by the solicitor or his clerk of the proceedings at chambers on the 
occasions as to which discovery is sought. In my opinion the privilege is 
not effectually claimed by the affidavit. [His lordship having looked at 
certain of the entries, said that, while portions were clearly protected, too 
much had been covered up, and suggested that the defendant’s counsel 
would have no difficulty in examining the documents and in seeing what 
should be disclosed. |—Oounszt, Upjohn, Q.0., and 0. L. Clare; Butcher, 


Q.C., and J. Austen Cartmell. Soxicrrors, Bower, Cotton, § Bower ; Robbins, 


Billing, § Co. 
(Reported by W. H. Dnarer, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re H. H. VIVIAN & CO. (LIM). THE METROPOLITAN BANK 
OF ENGLAND AND WALES v. H. H. VIVIAN & CO. (LIM.). 
Cozens-Hardy, J. 31st May. 

CompaNny—DgBentuRES—FLoatinc Securrry—Saz or Brancu Busrnzss 

—INsgUNCTION. 


This was a motion on behalf of the Metropolitan Bank of England and 
Wales, suing for itself and the other debenture-holders for an injunction 
to restrain the defendant company, Messrs. H. H. Vivian & Oo. (Limited), 
from selling to the Anglo-French Nickel Co. (Limited) or otherwise dis- 
posing of the business of the defendant company carried on at Swansea 
without first making due provision for the payment of outstanding 
debentures issued by the defendant company and secured by an indenture 
dated the 24th of June, 1898. H.H. Vivian & Oo. carried on a smelting 
business in three distinct branches, two of which were at Birmingham and 
one at Swansea. The Swansea business not being a success, the company 
proposed to dispose of it to the Anglo-French Nickel Co. for the sum of 
£25,000 in shares, and to lease the hereditaments to the same company for 
three years at arent of £1,000 a year. The company was formed in the 
year 1883 to acquire the three businesses. In 1890 the Metropolitan 
Bank advanced the sum of £80,000 on the security of debentures, and 
this advance was covered by a trust deed. All the property, present and 
future, was charged, including the uncalled capital of the company, to the 
plaintiff bank as security for the debentures, and this charge was intended 
to be a floating security. The company reserved a power in the trust deed 
to lease the Swansea premises for three years, and by the articles and 
memorandum of association it had_power to sell the property and to take 
shares in other similar companies. The shareholders in Messrs. H. H. 
Vivian & Oo. paseed a resolution agreeing to the proposed sale on the 5th 
of April, but the consent of the plaintiff bank to the sale had not been 
obtained. The Anglo-French Nickel Co. (Limited) intended, it appeared, 
to raise £25,000 by the issue of debentures on the Swansea business, which 
formed part of the security of the plaintiff bank. It was contended that if 
the sale took place there would be a discontinuance of the business which 
the company had covenanted to carry on, and that it was not in the 
ordinary course of the company’s business to promote the sale. 

Cozens-Harpy, J.—I think this motion fails. The plaintiffs have a 
floating security. What are the rights of the holders of debentures in 
that class of securities? It cannot be more accurately described than in 
the words of Lord Macnaghten in the case of the Government Stock and 
other Securities Investment Co. (Limited) v. The Manila Railway Co. (Limited) 
(45 W. R. 353; 1897, A. OC. 81): ‘A floating security is an equitable 
charge on the assets for the time being of a going concern. It attaches 
to the subject charged in the varying condition in which it happens to be 
from time to time. It is of the essence of such a charge that it remains 
dormant until the undertaking charged ceases to be a going concern, or 
until the person in whose favour the charge is created intervenes. His 
right to intervene may, of course, be suspended by agreement. But if 
there is no agreement for suspension he may exercise his right whenever 
he pleases after default.”” It is said thera are three businesses, 
but only one undertaking. What is the business of the 
company? It consists of three branches all part of one 
business carried on by a company as covenanted by the trust 
deed. Is it consistent with the carrying on of the business to dispose 
of the stock-in-trade of one branch? The directors have come to 
the conclusion that it is to their interest to get rid of the Swansea pro- 
perty. They propose to sll it to the Anglo-French Nickel Oo. The 
company had power to sell and also to invest in the shares of another 

company, and there is nothing in the debentures or in the trust deed to 
prevent the directors from doing what they now propose to do in good 
faith and for the benefit of the company. No doubtitis depriving the 
debenture-holders of part of their security, but they have not guarded 
against this. I think the motion is wrong, and dismiss it with costs.— 
CounseL, Eve, Q.C., and W. R. Sheldon; Macnaghten, Q.0., and G. P. 
Lawrence; Martelli. Sourcrroxs, Burton, Yeates, § Hart, for John:ons, 
Barclay, § Lowe, Birmingham ; Hollams, Sons, Coward, § Hawksky. 
[Reported by J. H. Davizs, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


REG. v. HORROCKS AND ANOTHER, JUSTICES. Zz parte BOUSTEAD. 
Div. Court. 3lst May. 


Posuic Heattra—Nvuisance—Orper to Anbate—Dvuty or Justices To 
Srectry Works FOR ABATEMENT—PvusBLic Heautn Act, 1875 (88 & 39 
Vier. c. 55), ss. 96, 105. 


In this case a rule nisi had been obtained for a writ of certiorari calling 
upon two justices of Cumberland to shew cause why an order made by 
them under section 105 of the Public Health Act, 1875, should not be 
quashed on the ground that the order was bad in not specifying the works 
or things required to be done in order to abate a nuisance as required by 
section 96 of the Public Health Act, 1875, as interpreted in Reg. v. 
Wheatley (34 W. R. 257, 16 Q. B. D. 34). Lhe complaint made by a Mr. 
Hope was that there existed a nuisance on the premises of a Mr. Boustead, 
caused by his act or default, and consisting of an accumulation of slaughter- 
house offal and filth so as to be a nuisance tv the complainant, who owned 
the adjoining premises. The justices made the following order: ‘‘ We, in 
pursuance of the said Act, do order the said Samuel Boustead within one 
calend +tmonth from the service of this order, or a true copy thereof accoid- 
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ing Ww the zaid Act, to take such steps as may be necessary to abate the said 
nuisance so that the same shall no longer be a nuisance or injurious to 
health as aforesaid, and to pay the sum of 35s. for costs to Mr. David 
Mans, the solicitor acting for the complainant. And we, being satisfied, 
notwithstanding the said cause or causes of nuisance may be removed 
under this order, the same is or are likely to recur, do therefore prohibit 
the said Samuel Boustead from doing any such acts as may lead to a 
recurrence of the said nuisance.”” By section 96 of the Public Health 
Act, 1875, it is provided that if the court is satisfied that the alleged 
nuisance exists, or that although abated it is likely to recur on the 
same premises, the court shall make an order on such person requiring 
him to comply with all or any of the requisitions of the notice, or other- 
wise to abate the nuisance within a time specified in the order, and to do 
any works necessary for that purpose; or an order prohibiting the re- 
currence of the nuisance and directing the execution of any works 
necessary to prevent the recurrence ; or an order both requiring abatement 
and prohibiting the recurrence of the nuisance.’’ Section 103 provides that 
complaint may be made by any person aggrieved by the nuisance, and 
that the proceedings shall be the same, and with the same incidents and 
cons. quences, as in the case of acomplaint made by a local authority. In 
shewivg cause against the rule it was contended that Reg. v. Wheatley did 
not apply, as the complaint was made by a private individual, and that it 
was not necessary to specify the work or things to be done to abate the 
nuisance. 

Tue Court (Dariine and Bucxknrit, JJ.) quashed the order as to the 
abatement of the nuisance. 

Daxuine, J., in giving judgment, was of opinion that the order made by 
the justices did not follow the statute, in that it did not specify the works 
and things which must be done in order to abate the nuisance. That part 
of the order was therefore bad. The part as regards the prohibition of the 
recurrence of the nuisance, however, was good, as it was not necessary to 
do any works to prevent the recurrence. 

Buckni11, J., agreed.—Counset, LZ. Sanderson ; Macaskie. Soxicrrors, 
Ullithorne § Co., for C B. Hodgson, Oarlisle ; Nicholson, Graham, § Graham. 


[Reported by E. G. Stituwett, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


MASON (Appellant) ». COWDRAY (Respondent). Div. Court. 31st May. 


Foop anp Drucs—Anatysis—Purcuase or Six Borrtes—Drvision nto 
Taree Lots—Saz or Foop anp Drve: Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 63), 
s. 14. 


Case stated on an appeal from the justices of Bedfordshire, who 
dismissed an information under section 6 of the Sale of Food and 
Drugs Act, 1875, preferred by the appellant, an inspector under 
the Act, charging the respondent with selling, to the prejudice 
of the appellant, a drug—to wit, camphorated oil, which was 
not of the nature, substance, and quality of the drug demanded. 
In November, 1899, the appellant purchased from the respondent six 
ow gre bottles of camphorated oil. The bottles had affixed to them 
labels bearing the name of a chemist in a neighbouring town. There 
was no evidence that the name on each bottle was the same, or that the 
bottles were identical in character. The six bottles were all purchased 
at the same time. Having notified his intention to have the contents of 
the bottles analyzed, the appellant divided the bottles into three lots of 
two bottles each, and sealed each lot in a separate bag. One lot he 
handed back to the respondent, and the other two lots he took 
away, one of which he sent to the public analyst, who found, 
on analysis, that the bottles did not contain 20 per cent. 
o! camphor as at least they should, but only 17'5 per cent. The appellant 
did not open the bottles or mix the contents. The justices dismissed the 
information on the ground that there had not been a compliance with 
section 14 of the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, which provides as 
folows: ‘The person purchasing the article with the intention of sub- 
mitting the same to analysis, shall, after the purchase shall have been 
completed, - offer to divide the article into three parts to be then 
and there separated and each part to be marked and sealed or fastened up 
in such manner as its nature will permit, and ehall, if required to do so, 
proceed accordingiy, and shall deliver one of the parts to the seller or his 

ent. 

Tue Court (Oaxtine and Bucxni11, JJ.), in dismissing the appeal, said 
that what the appellant had done was to buy six bottles. If he had gone 
in and bought one bottle, he would have bought an ‘“‘ article,’’ if he bought 
six bottles, he bought six articles. Each bottle was an article in itself; it 
did not matter whether it was large or small. Theappellant had not com- 
plied with the Act, as he did not divide each article, but merely divided 
the six bottles into three lots of two bottles each Appeal dismissed.— 
CounseL, Bonsey; R D. Muir. Soxrtcrrors, F. Venn § Co., for W. W. 
Marks, Bedford ; Wetherfield, Son, & Baines. 

{Reported by E. G. Srituwext, Barrister-at-Law. | 








It is rumoured that Sir Richard Couch is about to retire from the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council. Sir Richard is stated to be over 
eighty years of age. 

M. Paul Loubet, son of the President of the French Republic, has, says 
the St. James's Gazette, passed his examination as a Doctor of Laws, the 
Lighest distinction in the French legal profession. The work “‘ La Banque 
de France et l’Escompte,’’ prepared by M. Loubet for this final examina- 
tion, was of a particularly arduous nature, and has been kept by the 
examiners to see if it does not merit one of the annual awards. Mean- 
while, M, Paul Loutet was received avec éloges, @ formula that is con- 
sidered a high honour. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTION. 
Orver or Court. 
Monday, the 11th day of June, 1900. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 


Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 


SCHEDULE. 


Mr. Justice Norra (1899—L —No. 1,647). 
In the Matter of Lavington Evans & Oo. (Limited). Frederick Lavi m 
Evans v. Lavington Evans & Oo. (Limited). Hatssvury, OC. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Norice. 


The annual general meeting of the members of the society will be held 
in the Hall of the society on Friday, the 13th of July next, at 2 p.m. 
precisely, for the election of a president and vice-president of the society, 
of twelve members of the Council, in place of ten members who go out of 
office by rotation, and of two who have retired, of three auditors, and for 
other purposes of the society. The following are the names of the 
members of the Council who go out of office by rotation, and, so far as is 
known, all of them will be nominated for re-election: Mr. C. M. Barker, 
Mr. J. W. Budd, Mr. R. Ellett, Sir H. H. Fowler, M.P., G.O.S.I., Mr. 
W. H. Gray, Mr. J. Hunter, Mr. H. Manisty, Mr. T. Marshall, Mr. 
F. P. Morrell, Mr. T. Rawle. E. W. Wituramson, Secretary. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


A meeting of the directors was held at the Hall of the Incorporated 
Law Society on Thursday, the 7th inst., when Mr. Foss was elected 
chairman for the year. The other directors present were: Mr. Daw, Mr. 
Peacock, Mr. Ram, Mr. Sidney Smith, Mr. Toovey, and Mr. Vallance. 
Allowances of from £40 to £60 for the year, amounting to £657, were 
voted amongst thirteen widows and daughters of deceased members, and a 
further sum of £130 was voted in grants of relief to non-members and 
their widows and daughters. Three new members were elected to the 
association, and other general business transacted. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, on the 13th inst., Mr. 
Richard W. Tweedie in the chair. The other directors present were : 
Messrs. H. Morten Cotton, Grantham R. Dodd, Walter Dowson, Wm. 
Geare, J. R. B. Gregory, Sir George H. Lewis, Messrs. F. Rowley Parker, 
Richard Pennington, J.P., Sidney Smith, Walter Trower, Maurice A. 
Tweedie, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of £525 was distributed in 
grants of relief, twenty-four new members were admitted to the associa- 
tion, and other general business transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
COUNCIL OF LEGAL EDUCATION. 


The Council of Legal Education have issued the following awards upon 
the recent Trinity examination, which was held in Lincoln’s-inn on 
29th, 30th, and 3ist of May and Ist of June: 

Final Examination : 

Class I.—Certificates of Honour.—Herbert W. ©. Oarnduff, Inner 
Temple ; Thomas A. Levi, Inner Temple ; and Joshua Scholefield, Middle 
Temple. 

Class II.—James A. Battersoy, Middle Temple; Charles R. Dunlop, 
Inner Temple ; Ralph B. H. Gibbins, Middle Temple ; Romril J. R. Goffin, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; He Hatfield, Lincoln’s-inn ; ig A. Khan, Middle 
Temple; Walter G. Lord, Gray’s-inn; Henry H. Phear, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Thomas Richmond, Middle 'Temple ; Herbert Walton, Inner Temple ; and 
Harold M. Wiener, Lincoln’s-inn. 

Class III.—Lincoln’s-inn.—Mathurbhai P. Amin, Adams R. W. Atkins, 
Thomas F. Burrowes, David G. Campbell-Johnston, and Arthur N. 
Kenion. Inner Temple.—John A. Barratt, Arthur OC. Gates, Alfred E. 
Hippisley, Henry H. Joy, James W. Lewis, Alastair D. Macdonald, 
Robert P. Mahaffy, William D. Mathias, Richard J. F. Thomas, 
Robert A. Wright, James Wylie, and a E. ©. ere Middle 
Temple.—Jacob W. Barth, Henry A. G. Bohn, Cecil . Lilley, 
Bakhshi 8. D. Sethy, William Stocken, Graeme Thomson, and Wilfrid M. 
Wigley. Gray’s-inn.—Louis R. O. Bevan, Francis R. Capello, and Owen 
G. Morris. 


The number of candidates examined was 58, and 41 passed. Three 
caudidates were ordered not to be admitted for examination again until the 
Hilary examination, 1901. 

N.B.—The studentship was not awarded. It would have been awarded 
to Mr. Scholefield or (failing him) Mr. Carnduff had they not been dis- 
qualified by age. 

The Barstow Law Scholarship was not awarded. 
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ConstrTuTIONAL Law anp Lecat History. 


Class I.—Thomas T. Blyth, Inner Temple; Stanford E. Downing, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Thomas A. Levi, Inner Temple; Henry A. Niles, Lincoln’s- 
inn ; Henry H. Phear, Lincoln’s-inn ; Joyngamkote K. Rai, Gray’s-inn ; 
Allan Young, Inner Temple. 

Class II.—Hugh C. Bischoff, Inner Temple; Thomas P. Black, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Frederic D. Bruce, Inner Temple ; Frederick W. Chambers, 
Gray’s-inn ; George J. Christian, Grays’-imn; Frederic 8. Dornhorst, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Charles R. Dunlop, Inrer Temple; Arthur Eckersley, 
Inner Temple ; William E. Greaves, Lincoln’s-inn; Syed A. Mahomed, 
Inner Temple; Michael O’Sullivan, Grays’-inn; Rudolf G. Pickthall, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Frederic H. Smitton, Lincoln’s-inn; Ganpatrao L. Sub- 
hedar, Lincoln’s-inn ; Daniel L. Thomas, Gray’s-inn ; Frederick 8. Tollit, 
Middle Temple; Cecil O. Weatherly, Inner Temple; and Lewis E. V. 
Williams, Inner Temple. 

Class IIT.—Lincoln’s-inn.—Alfred E. Barnes and Alfred 8. Verden. 
Inner Temple.—Herbert A. Baker, Frederick B. J. Baldwin, Thomas H. 
Chittenden, James R. Conyers, Thomas F. McDonnell, Henry K. Nisbet, 
David T. H. Powell, George G. Sandeman, Percival E. W. Thornley, 
George F. Walker, Reginald J. White, and Rupert J. B. Wontner. Middle 
Temple.—Harold E. Brown, Frederick J. Caswell, William H. de Courcey, 
John H. Garrett, Walter M. Lyte, Eric O. Moore, Arthur M. Paddon, 
Ebrahim M. Patail, Robert E. Ross, Thomas E. Rushton, Robert Simpson, 
and William A. Stephens. Gray’s-inn.—Mohing M. Chuckerbutty, ‘l'ekoo 
R. Litta, Fazli Husain, Sarat 8S. Mukerji, Eugene O’Sullivan, Sital Parshad, 
Henry I. Phillips, John N. A. Phillips, Mian A. Rahman, Gullu Ram, 
Mohamed A. Samad, Jamshedji K. Tarachand, and Hector R. H. van 
Cuylenburg. 

Examined, 83; passed, 64. Nine candidates were ordered not be 
admitted for examination again until the Hilary examination, 1901. 


Eviwence Procepurg AND OriminaL Law. 


Class I.— William J. Braithwaite, Inner Temple; Evert J. van Gorkom, 
Gray’s-inn ; William E. Greaves, Lincoln’s-inn; Harold C. Gutteridge, 
Middle Temple; balkrishna B. Joshi, Gray’s-inn ; Kazim A. Khan, 
Middle Temple ; Thomas A. Levi, Inner Temple; Henry A. Niles, 
Lincoln’s-inn ; Thomas W. Richardson, Inner Temple; and Herbert 
Walton, Inner Temple. 

Olass II.- John E. Allen, Inner Temple; Wilfred A. E. Austen, 
Gray’s-inn; He A. G. Bohn, Middle Temple; Edwin Clements, 
Middle Temple; Herbert F. Cornes, Inner Temple; John M. Davies, 
Gray’s-inn ; David G. Evans, Inner Temple; Hendrik J. F. Franken, 
Gray’s-inn ; Fielding Gill, Gray’s-inn; Henry J. Green, Inner Temple ; 
Gerald B. Hertz, Lincoln’s-inn; Lancelot H. Hughes, Lincoln’s-inn ; 
Indrajit Kalabhai, Lincoln’s-inn; Syed A. Mahomed, Inner Temple; 
Vanichand J. Modi, Gray’s-inn ; Herbert A. Moore, Middle Temple; 
Macaulay Mort, Inner Temple; William L. Newey, Middle Temple; 
Peter H. V. Nicolas, Middle Temple; Michael O’Sullivan, Gray’s-inn ; 
William G. B. Ritchie, Lincoln’s-inn; William B. 8. Smith, Inner 
Temple ; Arthur H. Taylor, Middle Temple ; George W. Wilton, Middle 
Temple; Robert A. Wright, Inner Temple; and James Wylie, Inner 


Temple. 

Class III.—Lincoln’s-inn.—Charles N. Barham, Gerald H. Carey, 
Arthur N. Kenion, Mir A. Khan, Guy M. Kindersley, Bernard N. 
Langdon-Davies, William J. Lias, Henry H. Phear, Evelyn Riviere, and 
Charles Ross. Inner Temple.—William A. Alexander, Hugh W. Brodie, 
Dudley Cory- Wright, Charies R. Dunlop, Alfred E. Hippisley, James W. 
Lewis, Walter O. G. Macpherson, Percy A. F. Manby, Philip R. Marsland, 
William W. Otter-Barry, Frederick C. L. Pirkis, Joseph A. Richardson, 
John A. Spedding, Arthur L. Stanley, Richard J. F. Thomas, Christian 
Wagner, Edgar W. Walker, and Cuthbert W. Whituker. Middle Temple. 
—Jacob W. Barth, Peter J. Boland, John Buchan, Frederic Cliffe, Arthur 
Cory-Wright, William P. Cox, Harold R. de Carteret, William H. 
de Courcy, Hugh O. Dolbey, Herbert P. Fletcher, Walter Frampton, 
Richard Parry, Leon Renaud, Suraj B. Sawhny, Uvid E. L. Sharples, 
Johan W. Thatcher, Gilbert C. Williams, a:d Thomas Justin Williams. 
Gray’s-Inn.—Mohamed A'zal, Charles de 8S. Batuvantudave, Louis K. U. 
Bevan, Hukam Chand, Mohamed Y. Gauher-Ali, Reginald Hobday, 
Thomas H. Howson, William Macafee, Dara 8. Sethna, Randolph M. Smyth, 
and Richard H. Watkin. 

Examined, 110; passed, 93. Three candidates were ordered not to be 
admitted for examination again until fhe Hilary examination, 1901. 


Roman Law. 


Class I.—Thomas A. Levi, Inner Temple; Heidsieck P. Murray, Inner 
Lean oy Henry A. Niles, Lincoln’s-inn; George R. Taylor, Middle 

emple. 

Class II.—Robert C. Edmonds, Middle Temple; Henry M. Hooke, 
Middle Temple; Syed A. Imam, Lincoln’s-inn ; Michael O’Sullivan, 
Gray’s-inn; Henry H. Phear, Lincoln’s-inn; Syed A. Raza, Middle 
Temple; Harold 0. B. Roberts, Inner Temple; and Cyril Williams, 
Middle Temple. 

Class I1I.—Lincoln’s-inn.—Elisha A. Cohen, William E. Greaves, 
Thomas J. M. Gree nfield, Gerald B. Hertz, and Sirajur R. Khan. Inner 
Temple.— William A. Alexander, Herbert A. Baker, Edmund C. Bentley, 
Frederick H. Bowcher, Henry C. W. Hawley, Edward K. Henderson, 
Herbert H. Howes, Syed A. M. Kban, Henry F. Leotand, Thomas F. 
McDonnell, Nai Chote, Henry K. Nisbet, Nai M. Norrarat, Walter A. 
Paynter, Sydney 8S. Sawrey-Cookson, Basil B. Watson, and Henry T, 
Wright. Middle Temp!e.—Arihur J. M. Brice, William H. de Oourcy, 
Wiliam H. P. Fox, George Frost, George W. H. Knight, Owen Lloyd- 
Evans, Walter C. Shankland, Edward V. Sturdy, and Willian O. F. B. M. 











Vaudrey. Gray’s-inn.—Mohamed Afzal, Bhupendra N. Chowdhry, 
Oswald E. Dickinson, and Mohamed A. Samad. 

Examined, 67; passed, 47. Five candidates were ordered not to be 
admitted for examination again until the Hilary examination, 1901. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENT. 
Mr. E. J. Trustram, M.A., solicitor, of the firm of Halse, Trustram, & 
Co., 61, Hy om E.C., has been appointed Parliamentary Returning 
Officer for the Borough of Lewisham. 





GENERAL. 


Mr. Justice Wills did not, as was expected, return to the courts on the 
opening of the sittings, his place at Judges’ Chambers being taken by 
Bucknill, J. It is stated to be probable that the learned judge will not 
return until he joins the Midland circuit next month. 


On Wednesday at the Bankruptcy Court, there were held the public 
examinations of Mr. Charles Edward Burrows, solicitor, of Bishop’s House, 
1z, Bishopsgate-street Without, and of Feltham, whosestatement of affairs 
disclosed gross liabilities £1,129, of which £1,087 was unsecured, and assets 
£268, and of Mr. Richard Cornick, solicitor, of Collett Hall, Ware, and 36, 
Lincoln’s-inn-fields, whose accounts shewed liabilities £19,342, of which 
£6,939 are expected to rank for cividend, and assets £3,952. 


It is understood, says the Dublin correspondent of the Times, that Lord 
Morris, while he retains the title and rank of Lord Morris of Spiddal under 
the life peerage patent of 1889, is taking the title and designation of Lord 
Killanin of Galway in the case of the hereditary peerage that has been 
conferred on him. He will therefore hold two peerages and be Lord 
Morris and Killanin, but only the second of these peerages will descend to 
his heirs. Killanin is the name of the parish and of the electoral division 
in which Lord Morris’s house near Spiddal is situated, and with which, 
after Galway, his family has been longest connected by residence and 
property. 

On the 11th inst., says the Dublin correspondent of the Z¥mes, the 
largest general meeting of the Irish bar which has been held for many 
years past assembled in the library of the Four Courts for the purpose 
of expressing sympathy with the Master of the Rolls on account of the 
death of his son, Mr. Andrew Marshall Porter. Mr. Porter, who wasa 
member of the 45th Dublin Company of the Imperial Yeomanry, died on 
the Ist inst., of wounds received at Lindley in the attack on the 13th 
Yeomanry Battalion. The chair at the meeting was taken by Mr 
William Ryan, Q.C., father of the bar, and the Solicitor-General proposed 
the following resolution : ‘‘ The bar of Ireland desire to express their deep 
sympathy with the Master of the Rolls in his great sorrow. The bar feel 
that by the death of Andrew Marsball Porter they bave lost one of their 
members whose personal charm endeared him to all, and whose already 
distinguished career gave -— of a still more brilliant future.’”’ The 
resolution was seconded by Mr. Serjeant Campion, and was passed in 
silence. 


The playful sallies between judge and counsel that passed on the 12th 
inst. in the branch of the Chancery Division presided over by Mr. Justice 
Kekewich must, says a correspondent of the St. James’s Gazeite, have been 
due to the rest of the Whitsun vacation. In spite of the atmospheric 
depression without—for the courts re-opened in a sudden deluge of rain— 
the air in Mr. Justice Kekewich’s court was breezy with hilarity. Sir 
Edward Clarke was consulting his lordship’s convenience as to a date upon 
which he could personally inspect the locus in quo of a dispute in which the 
Horsham District Council is involved. ‘‘ It would take turee or four hours 
for his lordship to do this,” added the learned counsel. <‘ Let us hepe that 
it will be a fine day! ’’ fervently cried his lordship, glancing at the dark- 
ened heavens. ‘‘ We will try and arrange that, my lord !’’ responded Sir 
Edward, with imperturbable gravity, amid a burst of laughter. Then he 
quickly added: ** And perhaps your lordship would not mind starting from 
Victoria at ten in the morning?” ‘ Any time after six,’’ returned the 
judge, at which there was more laughter. Then the court settled down to 
business. 


Judge Stover, of the New York Supreme Court, sitting in New York, 
recently, rays the Albany Law Journal, delivered a decision of great 
interest to all persons connected with secret societies, particularly those of 
the Masonic order. It was in the case of Robert Kopp against the Grand 
Lodge of Free and Accepted Masons of the State of New York. The facts 
of the ca-e chew that Mr. Kopp, who had been a Mason for twenty-thies 
years, and was a past master of Strict Observance Lodge, No. 94, 
in March, 1899, was ordered to appear before three commissioners 
and stand trial on the charge of having written a letter to the 
then grand master, William A. Sutherland, in which he assailed 
the grand master. Mr. Kopp appeared at one meeting, but refused 
to take part in the proceedings, declaring that the commission 
had not n properly appointed. He failed to appear at the next 
hearing, and evidence was produced to shew that he had writen the 


| letter. It was decided to expel him, and sentence was affirmed by the 


commission on appeals, and was fully approved at the annual communica- 

tion of the Grand Lodge in June, 1899. This was the highest tribunal in the 

order, so Mr. Kopp appealed to the civil courts, and in his decision Justice 

Stover affirmed the action of the Masonic court, holding that when men 

joined fraternal organizations and subscribed to their laws they must abide 
y those laws. 
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On Wednesday, at Berkhamstead, says the Times, Mr. Charles Bullock, 
senior partner ot the firm of Messrs. Bullock & Penny, solicitors, of Berk- 
hamstead, was brought before the magistrates charged with misappropria- 
tion and fraud. Mr. Pearce prosecuted on behalf of the Treasury. In 
the course of his opening statement Mr. Pearce said the proceedings were 
brought by the Public Prosecutor. The defendant was a solicitor of 
several years’ standing, and practised until two months ago in Berkham- 
stead, In November of last year he became bankrupt. When an 
examination of his accounts was made it was found there were serious 
irregularities, and he waserrested. Mr. Bullock, Mr. Pearce proceeded to 
state, was a trustee jointly with two sons under the will of Mr. Daniel 
Norris, who died in June, 1899. The residue of the pro was 
divided and given in equal portions to the two sons, Mr. Daniel 
and Mr. Richard Norris, to be divided among their children after their 
death. On the death of Mr. Daniel Norris the shares of the children were 
paid by Bullock to four of them, but the fifth, Miss Charlotte Norris, who 
on coming of age was entitled to £400, was not paid. Bullock paid a 
similar sum, obtained by the calling in of mo , into his own banking 
account. Notwithstanding attempts by Bullock’s co-trustee, Mr. Norris, 
to effect a settlement, the money had not been forthcoming. Evidence 
having been given as to the entries in defendant’s books proving these 
transactions to have taken place, the defendant was committed for trial 
on the first count. Other charges of misappropriation were brought. Mr. 
Thomas Penny, Bullock’s partner, said the defendant had had sole 
management of the firm’s financial department. Bullock was committed 
for trial on each clause of the indictment. 


At the Mansion House police-court on the 7th inst., says the Times, 
Alfred Henry Bond, clerk, was ¢ d with embezzling the sum of 
£10 103., the moneys of the Barristers’ Benevolent Association. Mr. 0.0. 
Humphreys, solicitor, who appeared for the prosecution, said that the 
warrant charged the prisoner with simply embezzling the sum of £10 10s., 
but he would also be charged with falsification of accounts. The prisoner’s 
alleged defalcations, as far as was at present known, amounted to a total 
of about £300. The prisoner was in the service of the Barristers’ 
Benevolent Association as assistant secretary and collector, and his duties 
were to receive moneys subscribed to the association, to enter them in the 
books, and to give receipts for them. He had a receipt book with 
counterfoils given him. It was his duty to enter upon the counterfails 
particulars of the amounts received from donors to the association and to 
hand or send the receipts to the donors. It was the prisoner’s duty to 
account to Mr. Carpmael, Q.C., one cf the honorary secretaries, for all 
moneys which he received. Mr. Oarpmael found on _ looking 
through the accounts that there was a blank counterfoil, the form of receipt 
attached to which had been removed, and he said to the prisoner, ‘‘ What 
is the meaning of this?’’ The prisoner replied, ‘‘I spoilt the form of 
receipt, and I have destroyed it.’” Mr. Carpmael said, ‘‘ You should not 
have destroyed it. You should have attached it to the counterfoil and it 
would speak for itself.’? The prisoner repeated that he had destroyed it. 
Mr. Carpmael said, ‘‘ There is a subscription from Lord Grimthorpe of 
£10 10s. I do not see that it has been received.’’ The prisoner, in reply, 
stated that he went to Messrs. Coutts, through whom Lord Grimthorpe’s 
subscriptions were paid, and found that Lord Grimthorpe had declined to 
shouiie any longer. That was absolutely untrue. Inquiries were made 
and it was ascertained that Messrs. Coutts had paid Lord Grimthorpe’s 
subscription of £10 10s. to the prisoner, and that the prisoner had given 
a receipt for it. A Bank of England note for £10 and half a sovereign 
were given to the prisoner in _ of the a The prisoner 
took the £10 note to the London and Westminster Bank, the bankers of 
the Barristers’ Benevolent Association, and changed it for gold. The 
prisoner was remanded. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


Date AppgeAL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. No, 2. Srixiine, KExkEwIca. 
Mr. jan Mr. ee Mr. Leach 
arrington ackson 
sane a Leach 
arrington ackson Godfre 
Lavie Pemberton Leach d 
Carrington Ji Godfrey 
Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Bygye Cozens-Harpy, Farwek.u. Buck.ey, 
Mr. Beal Mr. Church Mr. King Mr. Jackson 
Pugh Greswell Farmer Pemberton 
Beal Church i Carrington 
Pugh Greswell Farmer Lavie 
Beal Church King 
Pugh Greswell Farmer 








TRINITY SITTINGS, 1900. 


COURT OF APPEAL. Wednesday 13...Chan gen list 
Appgat Court II. ursday ...14...County Palatine apps 
The General List and <A’ Motions | Friday ...... 15...Bkcy and Chan gen list 
from the Chancery, and Probate, Divorce Sat y ...16 


Tues., June 12 


and Admiralty Divisions Probate and Monday 28} Chanoery gen list 
¢ Tuesda: 19 
ruptey and Lunacy. 
on a mots (sep list) req 
and 


Divorce), and the County Palatine and | . ee a A 
motns ex p' 
sake pn BE. om. 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mo’ 
General List if | ‘Thursday ...21...Chan 


Saturday 
Monday...... 25 
Px. 
Wednesday 27 
Thursday 
Friday ...... 29 
seiaraay 
on. y 2 
Tuesday Seana 
Wednesday 4 
Thursday ... 5.. 
Friday ...... 6.. 
Sai ole 
Monday...... 9 
Tuesda: 10 


in Appeal 


iralty) 
Tues., June 12 
Wednesday 
Friday ......15 
Saturday ...16 


Tuesday 








Stannaries Courts, and Appeals in Bank- 
on mots (sep list 
and *"FEhan Nist h 
—apps from ords made uived = 
gen list 
required Friday ..,,...22...Bkey and Chan gen list 


Thursday ... 9...Chan gen list 
Friday ...... 10...Bkcy and Chan gen list 
Sai y ...11...Chan gen list 


N.B.—Lunacy Matters (if any) are taken 
Court II. on every Monday 
at Eleven until further notice. 


* made on in 
Thursday 14 | Nev Trial Paper and QB 
Apps in re The Workmen’s 
Compensation A: 


if req 
un 


.Co' Palatine a 
Bhey cad Oban ponliet 
Chan gen list 


Welussiag 11) emdioon Seal emia 6 
yill eon a mots 
list), an ao ie 
lg hn god Chan gen list 
Y ores 13... 
Saturday ... _ 
Monday...... 18} Chan gen list 
Tuesday ...17 “a i , 
pp moi ex pte—o 
mots—ap trem delismale 
Wednesday 18 { on ap mots ( list), 
and Chan gen list if 
Thursday ...19... list 
| am. eames: 20...Bkcey and Chan gen list 
y ...21 
Monday...... a| Chan gen list 
Tuesday .....24 ae . 
pp mot ex pte—o 
mots — apps from hm 
Wednesday 25 { made on appeal mots (sep 
list), and gen list if 
required 
ed "3" Bkey Gad Chan list 
Saturday 93) - 
Monday......30 Chan gen list 
Tuesday..,.. 31 
App motns ex pte— 
Wel. Aue.1 mots — apps po 
. 1( made on mo’ 
— list), and =o list ff 
required 
Thursday ... 2..County Palatine a: 
Friday ...... 3...Bkcy and Chan gen li 
taney - 
Monday...... 6 > Chan gen list 
Tuesday. 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots—apps from o 
Wednesday 8( made on aj mots (sep 
list), and gen list 


Appgeat Covrr I. 


Final and interlocutory appeals from the 
Queen’s Bench Division, the Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division (Ad- 


App motns ex pte—o 
mo’ 


ts, and apps from 0: 


ocutory mots 


ctand new 


trial paper if required 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
{ mots — apps from o; 
Monday...... 18( made on interlocutory mots 
and Q B final apps if re- 
quired 


Apps in re The Workmen’s 
Compensati 


on Act and QB 


ee a from 
Monday .... 26 — terlocutory mots 


new trial paper if re- 


+26 
Wednesday 27 { New Trial Paper and Q B 
Tala amis 


final apps if req 


quired 


, Zpeatey..... 8) 
' ‘Thursday a 
ag: z Apps in re The Workmen' 
Te or! : 
Saturday ... 7 tion Act and Q B 
final apps if required 
motns ex pte—o: 
— apps from = 


Monday....., 9 { made on interlocutory mots 
and new trial paper if re- 


Tuesday ...10 
Wednesday 11 New Trial Paper and Q B 
Thursday ...12( final apps if required 
Friday ...... 3 
Apps in re The Workmen’s 
Saturday ...14 { Gampenaation Actand new 
trial paper if _— 
App motns ex - - 
sano-on tebesipeaton 
Monday .....16 on interlocutory mots 
final apps if re- 
Fe me 17 
Thursday ...19 ¢@ B final apps 
Friday ...... 
Apps in re The Workmen's 
Saturday ...21} Compensation Actand Q B 
ayo 
mo ex 
-. & = from wae 
Monday..... 23 ae A na 
new re- 
— paper 
Tuesday ...24 
Wednesday 95 { New Trial Paper and Q B 
Fs ad ...26{ final apps if required 
a 
Apps in re The Workmen’s 
Saturday 2 Act and new 
trial paper if required 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — ap} from o' 
Monday......30 { made on interlocutory mots 
and QB ap 
Wed., Aug. il 
Sueniey 2 Q B final apps 


Appsin re The Workmen’s 

4) Compensation Actand QB 
final apps if required 
App motns ex pte—o 
mots — apps from oi 


Monday...... 6 ( made on interlocutory mots 
and Q B final apps if re- 


q 
Tuesday ... 7} 
Wednesday 8! New Trial Paper and Q B 
Thursday ...9{ final apps if required 
Friday ...... 10 


Apps in re The Workmen’s 
Saturday ...11{ Compensation Act and 
new trial paper if required 


N.B.—Admiralty yar with Assessors) 
) ap spa We Wren by 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Cuancery Covart I. 
Mr. Justice STIRLING. 
Tues., June 12... Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
Friday ......15...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
Saturday ...1¢ | Sht caus, peta, adj sums, & 


Monday..... 18...Sitting in chambers 


Tuesday ...19 } 

Wednesday 20 } General paper 

Thursday ...21) 

Friday ...... 22. _ sums, mai gen pa 
Saturday ...23} So On ba 
Monday......25 Sitting m chambers 
Tuesday ...26 iene ; 

Wednesday 27 ; Witness actions 

Thursday ...28 } 


Friday ... 29. U0 it mots and wit acts 
Saturday ...80... Witness actions 

a. July | penned in chambers 

ay ... 

Wednesday 4 > Witness actions 
Thursday ... 5 ’ 

i — t mots and wit acts 
y ... 7. Wi actions 

<eeeee Qe Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...10... Remaining mots & gen pa 


Thursday ...12 5 : 
Friday .. ...18...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
4a} Sht caus, pets, adj sums, & 





‘ Siting in chamber 
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Friday ...... act — adj sums, p tome 

t caus, pets, adj sums. 
Saturday ...28 ) ong gen pa ’ 
ons Sitting in chambers 


Wed., a Ang + General paper 
Thursda: 2 





ike ves... 8...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 

Saturday 4 Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 
and gen pa 

Monday...... 6...Sitting in chambers 

Wed oe Remaining mots & general 

Th “9 business 

a = eee W nt Sitting in chambers 


y . 
Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, and the necessary papers, includ- 
minutes of the proposed judgment or 
order, must be left with the judge’s clerk 
one clear day before the cause is to be 
xe into the paper. 
—Witress Actions may be taken on 
days other than those abeve stated. Of 
these due notice will be given. 


Cuancery Court IV. 
Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 
= =e will be the Order of Busi- 
Monday— Unopposed Petitions and Cham- 
ber onses. 
Tuesday—Short Causes and other Business 
announced in Daily Cause List. 
‘Wednesday and Thursday—Such Business 
as announced in Daily Cause List. 


Friday—Motions and other Business an- 
nounced in Daily Cause List. 


Friday, Aug 3, is the last day tor which 
notice of Motion may be given without 
cial leave. 
N.B.—The first day of the Sittings, Tues- 
day, June 12, also be a Motion day. 
Satieg beh'S Business as from time to 


time announced in Daily Cause List. 


Spzciat Notice Respectine Petitioxs 
AND SHort Causes. 

Unopposed Petitions dealing with Funds in 

Court will, unless otherwise ordered. be 

heard on Monday before the Chamber 

Summonses. 


Other Petitions will be taken in Court on 
days from time to time appointed for the 


Causes will be = into Tuesday’s 
List on the necessary rs iadaliag 
being left with the Judge’s 


Lorp C#axcetion’s Court. 

Mr. Justice FARWELL. 
Actions transferred for Trial or Hearing 
only will be taken in the order in the 
Cause List on every day of the Sittings, 
from June 12 to Aug 11, both inclusive 


as S Sr on which Liverpool and 
work is taken). 





Business in the Liverpool and Manchester | 
District Registri 


ies will be taken as 
follows :— 

Motions, Short Causes, Petitions, and 
Adjourned Summonses on every other 

y, commencing with Saturday, 
June 23. 

Summonses in Chambers on every other 
Saturday, commencing with Saturday, 
June 28. 

Me. Justice BUCKLEY. 


Actions transferred for Trial or Hearing 


only will be taken in the order in the | 


Cause List on every day of the Sittings, 


from June 12 to Aug 11, both days in- | 


clusive. 
Cuascery Cover II. 


Me. Justice BYRNE. 
Tues, June 12... Mots and non wit list 


Weibesdey. rt Non wit list 
Friday ......15 = and non wit list 
(&ht caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday .. 16; ‘sums, and non wit list 
Monday......18... Sitting in chambers 
Tues., May 19 
Wednesday 20; Non wit list 
ey - 21 
Friday ..... 22. es and non wit list | 
§ Sht caus, pets, procedure | 
Saturday . 23; A, sums, and non wit list 
Monday ... Sitting in chambers 


Tuesday 38) 
Wednesday 27 | Non wit list 
Thursday .. 2) 
y ......29.. Mots and non wit list 
g lay {Pht caus. pets, procedure 


(sums, and non wit list 
Mon., July 2... Sitting in chambers 


— ey 
Wednesday 4! Witness list 
Thursday .. 5) 


Fe 
Friday ...... 6... Urgent mo’s and wit list 
Saturday .. 7. Wines list 
Monday...... 9... Sitting in chambers 


Tuesday «10 } 
Wednesday 11 | Witness list 
Thursday ...12) 





| 
| 


Friday ......13...Urgent{mots and wit list 
Saturday ...14...Witness list 
Monday......16...8itting in chambers 





Tuesday .. =f 
Wednesday 18 } Non wit list 
Thursday . 19 +) 
Friday ..... may and non wit a. 

, t caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ...21 eb and peg wit list 
Monday..... 28...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...24 ) 


Wednesday 25 ) Non wit list 
Thursday ...26 ! 
Friday ...... 27 _— and non wit list . 

2 t caus, pets, procedure 
Saturday ...28 f sums, and a ‘wit list 
Monday >. Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday .. 1) 
Wed., Aug Non wit list 
Thursday. 2 
Friday ...... 3. a and non wit a 

t caus, pets, procedure 

Saturday 4 ble and Lm ‘wit list 
Monday...... 6...8itting in chambers 
Tues. .,....... 7...NWon wit list 
Wed. 8...Motions 
—T .. 9...Mots and non wit list 
se, & of i General paper 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. Two copies of minutes of the 
proposed judgment or order must be left 
in court with the judge’s clerk one clear 
- nee the cause is to be put in the 


N. 5. pe The following Papers on Further 
Consideration are re quired for the use of 
the Judge, viz. :—T wo Copies of Minutes 
of the proposed Judgment or Order, 1 
Copy Pleadings, ancl 1 Copy Chief Clerk’s 
Certificate, which niust be left in Court 
with the Judge’s Mlerk one clear day 
before the Further Consideration is ready 
to come into the paper. 

Cuancery Court III. 

Mr. Justice COZENS-HARDY. 
Tues., June 12 Mots and adj sums 
Wednesd. 3 
Thonany iat ' General paper 
Friday ......15...Mots and adj sums 
q. _ | Sht caus, pets, fur cons, & 
Saturday ...16 } adj sums 
Monday .. ..18...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday 


19 
Wednesday 20 ( Witness actions 
Thursday 7 t) 





Friday . Urgent mote and wit acts 
Saturday . 23. Witees actions 
Monday ......25...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday .....26 ) 

Wednesday 27 > Witness actions 
Thursday ...28 j 

Friday ......29 Urgent mots and wit acts 
Saturday ...3)...Witness actions 

Mon.. July ..Aaaiting in chambers 
Tuesday .. 3) 

Wednes sday 4 General paper 

Thursday B) 

Friday : Mots and adj sums 
Satueday ... 7} oti cons, pots, fur cons, & 
Monday 9,..8itting in chambers 


Tuestay 10) 
General paper 





13...Mots and adj sums 

14 } Sht caus, pets, fur cons, & 
‘adj sums 

Sitting in chambers 


Frida ay. 
Saturday . 
Monday 16 
Tuesday 17 ) 
Wednesday 18 


General paper 


Thursday ..19 

Friday .. .. 20...Mots and adj sums 

7 9, | Sht caus, pets, fur cons, & 
Saturday ...21 | adj sums ‘ | 
Monday 


23.. Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday 24) 
Wednesday 25 
Thursday ...26 ) 
Friday . 27.. Mots and adj sums 
as { Sht caus, pets, fur cons, & 
Saturday .. 23; adj sums 
Sitting in chambera 


General paper 


Monday 30 


31 
g.1 General paper 
> 
3... Mots and adj sums 
\ Sht caus, pets, fur cous, & 
( adj sums 





Saturday 4 


Monday ..... 6...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday 7 . General paper 
Wednesday 8 Moti ns 
Thursday ... 9.. Motion» continued 
Friday 10} 

; General pape 
Saturday 11 5 emer paper 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the 
book at least one clear day before 
same can be put in the 
heard. Two copies of minutes of the 


the 








Cause | 


paper to be so | 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION, 


Trintry Srrrimes, 1900. 
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proposed judgment or order must be left | 


in court with the judge’s clerk the day 
before the cause is to be put in the paper. 

If witness actions can be taken on any | 
days other than those appointed, due 
notice given. 


’ Resolutions of 


| ‘The Business of the Courts will be otaiee in accordance with the Jud 
t in Divisional Court ver it becomes 


May 2, 1894. The Judges named to sit ow 
necessary, sit at Nisi Prius, 
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COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1900. 
ApprEAL Court I.—Noricgs. 


Queen’s Bench Interlocutory Appeals will be taken in Oourt [. on 
Tuesday, June 12, and afterwards on every Monday in Trinity Sittings. 

Queen’s Bench Final Appeals and New Trial Paper will be taken in 
Court I. in alternate weeks during the Sittings. New Trial Paper will 
be taken in Court I. on Wednesday, June 13, and following days in that 
week (if required). Final Appeals in the second week. 

On Mondays Final Appeals or New Trial Paper will be taken if there 
are not enough Interlocutory Appeals for a day’s Paper. 

Admiralty Appeals (with Assessors) will be taken in Court I. on the days 
sppointed by the Court, notice of which will be given. 

Appeals in Re The Workmen’s Compensation Act will be taken in 
Court I.*on every Saturday during the Sittings. 

Appeat Court I[.—Noricgs. 


N.B.—Appeal Motions from the Chancery and Probate and Divorce 
Divisions will be taken in Court II. on Tuesday, June 12, and afterwards 
on every Wednesday in the Sittings, and Bankruptcy Appeals will be 
taken on Friday, June 15, and following Fridays. 

N.B.—Subject to Chancery Appeal Motions on Wednesdays, Chancery 
Final Appeals will be taken every day in Court II. until further notice. 

N.B.—When the Chancery Appeal Motions are not enough for a day’s 
Paper, Chancery Final Appeals will be added on Motion days. 

N.B.—Probate and Divorce Final Appeals will be taken in the Chancery 
Appeal List as reached, notice of which will be given. 

Appeals from the Lancaster and Durham Palatine Courts (if reached) 
will be taken in Court II. on Thureday, June 14, Thursday, July 5, and 
Thursday, August 2, 1900. 


FROM THE CHANCERY DIVISION, THE PROBATE, DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION (PROBATE AND DIVORCE), AND 
THE COUNTY PALATINE AND STANNARIES COURTS. 

(General List.) 
1899. 

In re Frith Newton v Rolfe appl of defts from erder of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated March 1, 1899 order not perfected (to come on with 
pod appl which may be brought against any order made on fur con) 

arch 1 

In re Tiemann’s Patent, AD, 1893, No 8736, &e and Patents, Designs, &c 
Acts appl of petnrs Franz, Fritache & Co from order of Mr Justice 
ys aaa dated Aug 3, 1899 (security ordered March 14, 1900) 

ug 

Shoesmith v TS Dodd ld appl of d:fts from ordsr of Mr Commr Bosan- 
dost, 20, tried as L2eds for Mr Justice S irling, dated Nov 4, 1899 
NOV 

Fleming v Loe appl of deft H M Mackusick from order of Mr Justice 
Cozens-Hardy, dated Oct 30, 1899 Nov 16 

Tn re Oompanies’ Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In re Tae Omnibus & Tramcar 
Cigarette Automatic Supply Oo, 11 appl of H De Vaux Brougham 
ge Receiver, from order of Mr Justice Wright, dated Oct 26, 1899 

ov 18 

The Electric Construction Oo, 1d v Imperial Tramways Cold (The British 
Thomson Houston Oo ld, 3rd parties) appl of pltffs from order of Mr 
Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Nov 14, 1899 Nov 18 

In re Hammersley Heasman v Hammersley appl of deft P H V 
aor from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated July 12, 1899 

ov 

Foster v British Drying Co ld appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Nov 10, 1899 (order to wind up deft co, dated April 4, 
1900) Nov 21 

Attorney-Gen v Urban District Council of Hanwell appl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Nov 2, 1899 Nov 23 

In re Grainger Dawson v Higgins appl of defts Philomena Grainger & 
anr from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated Nov 7, 1899 Nov 27 

In re Grainger Dawson v Higgins appl of deft Tne Archbishop of 
Glasgow from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated Nov 7, 1899 Nov 27 

In re Companies’ Act, 1862 to 1890, and In re Vimbos ld appl of W O 
Clough trom order of Mr Justice Wright, dated Nov 8, 1899 Dec 4 

In re Karl of Dysart ‘Tollemache v Karl of Dysart appl of dett Earl of 
Dysart from order of Mr Justice Byrne, dated July 29, 1899 Dec 6 

Rogers v Hosegood appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated 
Nov 7, 1899, and notice of contention of pltff, dated Dec 15, 1899 Dec8 

Rice v Noakes & Oo, ld appl of deft Uo from judgt of Mr Justice Cozens- 
Hardy, dated Nov 16, 1899 Dec8 

London General Omnibus Uo ld v Gillings appl of pltffs from order of 
Mr Ju-tice Cozens-Hardy, dated Nov 30, 1899 Dec 12 

Hubbuck & Son ld v W Brown, Sous & Uo appl of pitffs from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Dec 7, 1899 (order not perfected) Dec 15 

Davies y Thomas appl of deft D Lewis from order of Mr Justice Bruce 
(for Mr Justice North) dated Nov 13, 1899 Dec 22 

Isaacs v Evans appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated 
Dec 18, 1899 Dec 23 

Lady Bateman v Faber appl of deft G D Faber from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Nov 29, 1899 | Dec 23 


1900. 
In re W Owen’s Patent, 12,368 of 1896, and the Patents, &c, Act appl of 
W. Owen from order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated Nov 28, 1899 (security 


In re Isaac Davisv Isaac appl of defts M Grunebaum & ors from order 


of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Oct 25, 1899, and notice of contention by 
defts J F Cronbach & ors, dated Feb 1, 1900 Jan 10 

The Rhymney Ry Oo v The Brecon & dfil Junction Ry Co 
appl of defts from order of Mr Justice North, dated Dec 19, 1899 Jan 16 

Inre Lambourne Garrett v Garrett appl of defts J C Garrett & anr from 
order of Mr Justice North, dated Dec11, 1899 Jan 18 

Butlin v Glaskin appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated 
Nov 18, 1899, and contention of pltff, dated Jan 18,1900 Jan 22 

Earle v Kingscote appl of deft H Kingscote from order of Mr Justice 
Byme, dated Dec 1, 1899 Jan 24 

In re Jolly Gathercole v Norfolk appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 
North, dated Dec 13, 1899 Jan 25 

In re Hughes & Ashley’s Contract & V & P Act, 1874 appl of MS 
oe & anr from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 13, 1900 

an 27 


Valentine’s Meat Juice Co v Valentine Extract Co, 1d appl of pltffs from 
order of Mr Justice Stirling, dated Nov 14, 1899 Feb1 

In re Cheadle Bishop v Holt appl of defts A L Holt & ors from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Dec 16, 1899 Feb 5 

Basil Montgomery & Co v Freeman Cohens Consolidated, ld appl of pl ffs 
from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Dec 17, 1899 Keb 5 

Stephens v Lydall appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Dec 19, 1899 Feb5 

Hector v Pearce appl of deft W H Whiteway Wilkinson from order of 
Mr Justice Farwell, dated Dec 14, 1899 Feb 9 

In re Middleton Beaumont v Malcolm appl of pltff, Dame Octavia 
Beaumont, from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 27, 1900 
Feb 9 

Lord Hastings v The North Eastern Ry Co appl of pltff from order of 
Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 17, 1900 (produce order) Feb 9 

Goodwin v Carew appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Phillim>re (for 
Mr Justice Guneo thelial. dated Dec 12, 1899 Feb 10 

Berton v Spratly appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Dec 14, 1899 (security —— Feb 12 

Beavis v Rylands Glass Co appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Farwell, 
dated Dec 9, 1899 Feb 13 

Ecclesiastical Commrs of England v Penney appl of pltffs from order 
of Mr Justice Byrne, dated Jan 13, 1900 (produce order) Feb 13 

Chalmers v Piccadilly Tyre Cold appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice 
Buckley, dated Feb 13, 1900 Feb 16 

London County Council v Great Northern Ry Co appl of deft from order 
of Mr Justice Farwell, dated Nov 21, 1899 Feb 16 

Nalder & Collyer’s Brewery Oo v Harman appl of deft from order of Mr 
Justice Kekewich, dated Jan 25, 1900 Feb 21 

In re Wilson Murray v . appl of deft from order of Mr Justice 
Byrne, dated Jan 26,1900 Feb 21 

Schofield v Allen appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Feb 8, 1900 (produce order) Feb 21 

Welsbach Incandescent Gas Light Co 1d v The New Incandescent (Sun- 
light Patent) Gas Lighting Co ld appl of defts other than Stoneham 
and Tamburine, from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated Feb 15, 1900 
Feb 22 

Llanwarne v Butler & Sons appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice 
Wright (sitting for Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy), dated Jan 19, 1900 
Feb 26 

Anderson v Chipchase & Co appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Byrne, 
dated Nov 23,1899 Feb 27 

In re Terrey Pitter v Terrey appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice 
North, dated Nov 29, 1899 (not before June 25, 1900) March 1 

The Wallasey Urban District Council v —aey appl of deft from 
order of Mr Justice Phillimore (for Mr Justice Farwell, Liverpool 

District Registry), dated Feb 22,1900 March 3 

In re McOullum McOullum v McOullum appl of deft M K J McOullum 

from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 14, 1900 March 7 

In re The J. L. Young Manufacturing Cold Young v JL Young Manu- 

facturing Co ld appl of Mark Asford from order of Mr Justice Stirling 

dated Feb 8, 1900 (produce order) March 8 

In re The Borax Co, ld Foster v The Borax Co, 1d appl of defts, The 

Borax Co, ld, from order of Mr Justice Farwell, da March 5, 1900 

9 


ies Acts, 1862 to 1890, and In re Joseph Hargreaves, ld 

appl of W a order of Mr. Justice Cozens-Hardy (for Mr. 
Justice Wright), dated Feb 15, 1900 (produce order) March 10 

Brenchley v ings appl of deft from order of Mr. Justice Farwell, 

dated Feb 16,1900 March 13 

In re Ross Sartorius v Theobald appl of defts, J. Theobald and ors, 

from order of Mr. Justice Kekewich, dated Feb 1, 1900 Feb 23 Inre 

Ross Coles v Theobald appl of defts from order of Mr Justice 

Kekewich, dated Feb 1, 1900 (to be heard together) March 13 

British Motor Syndicate, ld v John —_— & Sons, ld pl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice a dated Feb 15, 1900 March 14 

Ballard v Neal “ppl of pl from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Dec 19, 1899 arch 1 

In re Grimston Burney v Street appl of defts, J. Street, jun, and ors, 

from order of Mr. Justice Byrne, Jan 22,1900 March 16 

Rooney v Stanton appl = pltff from order of Mr. Justice Buckley, dated 


In re the Com 


Feb 16, 1900 M 
In re C Turner, gent (one, &c) of O Turner from order of Mr Justice 
Kekewich, dated Feb i300 Maren 17 


—— Breweries ld v Tompson appl . eft from order of Mr Jus- 
March ‘ 





ordered) Jan 9 


tice Kekewich, dated Feb. 16, 1900 
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Hawitrey v Bleackley appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Oozens- 
Hardy, dated Dec 20, 1899 March 19 

In re The Durham Miners Assoc Watson v Cann appl of deft T. 
Richardson from order of Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, dated Feb 8, 1900 
March 19 

v Bartlett appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Buckley, dated 

Jan 29, 1900 March 20 

Rucker v The London Electric a ld appl of pltff from order of 
Mr Justice Farwell, dated Feb 12, 1900 March 20 

Stainton v Richardson appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, 
dated Jan 25,1900 March 21 

Kidson v Paddon appl of deft J. Paddon from order of Mr Justice 
Buckley, dated March 5, 1900 (produce order) March 23 

Tyrer v Marshall appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Kekewich, dated 
Feb 27, 1900 March 24 

Presto Gear Case & Components Co ld v Orme, Evans, & Co ld appl of 
defts from order of Mr Justice Farwell, dated Feb 22, 1900 March 26 

The Saccharin Corpn ld v The Chemical & Drugs Cold appl of defts from 
order of Mr Justice North, dated Dec 9, 1899 (produce order) March 27 


FROM THE PROBATE AND DIVORCE DIVISION. 
(Final List.) 
1899. 
DS Donovan, petnr v M Donovan respt (Martin and Garrett, co-respts) 
appl of r from order of Mr Justice Barnes, dated Nov 30,1899 Dec 7 
Countess Cowley, petnur v Earl Cowley, — appl of petnr from order of 
Mr Justice Barnes, dated Feb 7, 1900 Feb 19 
In re McKenzie Hooper v Mackenzie appl of C McKenzie from order of 
the President, dated Feb 19, 1900 March 1 
Dormer orse Ward, petnr v Ward, respt appl of petnr from order of Mr 
Justice Barnes, dated Feb 19, 1900, and cross-notice of respt, dated 
‘ March 5, 1900 Engh : o- 
Cory, petmr v ry, respt appl of H B Oory from order of The 
President, dated April 4, 1900 May 9 


FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE COURT OF LANCASTER. 
(Final List.) 
1899. 


In re Travis Frost v Greatorex appl of dft S R Platt from judgt of 
Vice-Chance'lor of County Palatine of Lancaster, dated April 21, 1899, 
and cross-notice of appl of dfts K Greatorex & anr from order, dated 
June 15, 1899 (stand over to June 14) June 15 

In re Travis Frost v Greatorex appl of dft J Travis from order of Vice- 
Chancellor of County Palatine of Lancaster, dated April 21, 1899, 
and cross-notice of defts K Greatorex & anr (stand over to June 14) 


July 1 

In re Leyland & Taylor’s Contract & Vendor & Purchasers Act, 1874 
appl of H. Leyland from order of Vice-Chancellor of County Palatine of 
Lancaster, dated Feb 26, 1900 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(In Bankruptcy.) 

In re Wells (expte The Debtor) from a receiving order made by Mr 
Registrar Brougham, on March 16, 1900 (s o generally) 

In re Roberts (expte Simons) from an order made by Mr Justice 
Wi t, dated 8th May, 1900 

In re Plummer (expte The Trustee) 
Wright, dated 30th April, 1900 

In re Solomons (expte Tne Debtor) from an order made by Mr Registrar 
Linklater, dated 30th April, 1900, refusing to grant a day to re-hear the 
Bankrupt’s application tor his discharge 

In re Zakheim (expte Official Receiver, the Trustee) from an order made 
by Mr Justice Wright, dated 12th May, 1900 

In re Greenberg & Uo (expte The Trustee) from an order made by Mr 
Justice Wright, dated 8th May, 1900 

In re Alex (expte The Debtor) from a receiving order made by Mr Regis- 
trar Giffard, dated 22nd May, 1900 

In re Wenham (expte J Battam & Oo) from an order of the Divisional 

Court, dated 14th May, 1900 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Judgment Reserved. 
(Final List.) 
Great Western dl Co v London & County Banking Co appl of pltffs 
from judet of Mr Justice Bigham, dated June 22, 1899, without a jury, 
i (cav May 24, 1900) 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
For Hearing. 
(Final List.) 
Rowlands (applt) v Mill ee 
applt) v Miller (respt) Crown side appl of respt from judgt of 
of — Lawrance & Channell, dated Feb 17, 1899 (security bid 


from an order made by Mr Justice 


March 
In re W Digby, a solicitor (Singer’s application) 
from judgt of Justices Grantham and Bruce, dated June 16, 1899 July 3 
—s (Witt’s application) appl of the solicitor from same jndgt 
y 


appl of the solicitor ! 


Owners of Wool Cargo ex ‘‘ Waikato’? v The New Zealand Shipping Co 
ld appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated June 19, 
1899, without a jury, Middlesex July 21 

Hobbs v Bower & The Land & Estates Corpn ld (3rd parties) appl of deft 
from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated July 15, 1899 (so till July 21) 
July 25 

Mee & ors v The Mayor, &c of London appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Mathew, dated July 26, 1899, withouta jury, Middlesex August 1 

The Mayor, &c, of the Boro’ of Hyde, Oldham & Ashton v Hyde Electric 
Tramway ld andors appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated July 3, 1899, without a jury, Middlesex August 2 

The Ladies’ Dress Assoc ld v Pulbrook appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice Ridley, dated July 12, 1899, without a jury, Middlesex 


Au 3 

Tappin v Scott appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated July 
ie 1899, without a jury, Middlesex August 3 

Hart & Sons v Hawkins & anr appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
Ridley, dated July 7, 1899, without a jury, Middlesex August 3 

Burger v Indemnity Mutual Marine Insce Co ld appl of defts from judgt 
of Mr Justice Mathew, dated July 27, 1899, without a jury, Middle. 
sex August 4 

Iredale v The China Traders Insce Co ld appl of dfts from judgt of 
Mr _— Bigham, dated July 4, 1899, without a jury, Middlesex 
August 

Robson & Son v Liverpool, London, and Globe Insce Co appl of pltffs 
from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated July 10, 1899, at trial with 
special jury, Newcastle August 8 

Thalmann & ors v The Texas Star Flour Mills appl of pltff from judgt 
of Mr Justice Bigham, dated July 5, 1899, without a jury, Middlesex 


August 10 

Mayor, &c, of Kingston-upon-Hull v The Great Central Ry Co appl of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bruce, dated June 15, 1899, without 
a jury, Middlesex Aug 10 

W Milburn & Co v The Jamaica Fruit Importing and Trading Oo of 
London appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated July 28, 
1899, without a jury, Middlesex Aug 11 

Campbell & Co v Levinstein 1d appl of defts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Ridley, dated Aug 1, 1899, without a jury, Middlesex Aug ll 

The Great Northern Ry Co v The Commrs of Inland Revenue (Revenue 
side) appl of defts from judgt of Justices Darling & Phillimore, dated 
July 27,1899 Aug 11 

Shoolbred v Roberts appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
dated Aug 2, 1899, without a jury, Middlesex Aug 12 

King v Hutton appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated 
Aug 1, 1899 Aug 14 

The Anglo-Argentine Live Stock & Produce Agency 1d v The Park Steamship 
Cold appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated Aug 7, 
1899, without a jury, Middlesex August 16 

Norman v McDowall & ors appl of Butler & Scott from judgt of Mr 

— av dated August 9, 1899, without a jury, Middlesex 

Hoare & ors v Grand Theatre (Croydon) ld & ors appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated August 5, 1899, without a jury, 
Middlesex August 18 

The Gresham Life Assce Soc 1d (applts) v Bishop, Surveyor of Taxes (respt) 
(Revenue Side) appl of applts from judgt of Justices Grantham and 
Kennedy, dated August 11, 1899 August 22 

Pyman & Co v Grey & Co appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
a dated August 10, 1899, without a jury, Middlesex 

ugus 

Matthews & anr v Usher & ors appl of deft Lee from judgt of Mr Justice 
Ridley, dated August 7, 1899, without a jury, Middlesex August 29 

Rubinstein & Co v Watkins appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, 
dated August 7, 1899, without a jury, Middlesex September 1 

Baron & anr v The Portslade Urban District Council appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated July 29, 1899, at trial with common 
jury, Lewes Sept 6 

Carter (an infant) v Great Western Ry Co appl of pltff from judgt of Mr 
= 1% Day, dated July 19, 1899, at trial with special jury, Monmouth 

P 


Wilson v Barnes appl of deft from judgt of T H Baylis, Esq (Court of 
Passage, Liverpool), dated July 22, 1899, at trial with jury Sept 8 

Potter vGomm appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
Aug 9, 1899, without jury, Middlesex Oct 4 

Watson v Borner appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated 

Aug 3, 1899, without a jury, Middlesex Oct 19 

Wesson & anr v Walker appl of pltffs from judgt of English Harrison, 

QO, —_ “4 dated Aug 7, 1899, at trial with common jury, Birming- 


ham 
Foulkes v Berry ppl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
Aug 4, 1899, at without a jury, Middlesex Oct 30 


Denaby & Oadeby Main Oollieries 1d & anr v Hull, Barnsley and West 
Riding Junction Ry and Dock Co appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 
Justice Kennedy, dated Oct 30, 1899, without a jury, Middlesex, and 





i 


cross- ppl of defts, dated Nov 14, 1899 Nov 15 

Smith v Stone appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Grantham, dated 
Nov 2, 1899, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 15 

Williams v Hooker appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated 
Nov 3, 1899, without a jury, Middlesex Nov 15 


y ber Southend By Cov Great Eastern Ry Co (Railway & _ Louis Model v Hannan’s Lake View Central ld (Crown side) appl of defts 
m) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, | 


July 


Canal 
—. & Viscount Cobham, dated June 28, 1899 (s o till Aug 12) ) Faultless v Callard a 





from judgt of Justices ee and Darling, dated Nov 4, 1899 Nov 24 
1 of pitff from judge of Mr Justice Bruce, dated 


Nov 10, 1899, without a jury (security ) Nov 25 
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Vestry of the Parish of St Marylebone v Sheriff of Londcn appl of deft 
from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated Nov 22, 1899, without a jury 
1 


Dec 

Qohen v Tannar appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice ee dated Nov 
29, 1899, at trial with common jury, Middlesex Dec 6 

Estates & Investment Corpn ld v Bunn appl of deft from judgt of Mr 
Justice Grantham, dated Nov 15, 1899 Dec 8 

Deakin v Birmingham Great Western Acade Co la appl of pltff from 
judgt of Mr Justice Channell, dated August 10, 1899 (jury discharged), 
Birmingham Dec 16 

Bostock v Ramsey Urban District Council appl of defts from judgt of 
Lord Chief Justice, dated Nov 6, 1899, at trial with special jury, 
Middlesex Dec 20 

Handyside & Co v New Brighton Tower (Peters & Sons, 3rd yy 
a of third parties from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, "dated Dec 4 
1899, at trial with special jury, West Derby Dec 22 

The Lyle Shipping Cold v The Corpn of Cardiff (Churchill & Son, 4 
parties) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated Dec 5 
1899, without a jury (Commercia a Middlesex Dec 23 


Landauer & Co v St Paul’s Fire & ie Insce Co appl of pltffs from 
judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated Dec 19, 1899, without a jury, 
Middlesex Jan 3 

R Gordon v The Commissioners of Inland Revenue (Revenue Side) appl of 
Robert Gordon from judgt of Justices Darling and Channell, dated 
Dec 13, 1899 Jan 9 

Brown v Peto appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Bigham, dated 
Dec 21, 1899, without a jury, Middlesex Jan 11 

Godman v Moses (Crown Side) appl of deft from judgt of Justices 
Darling and Channell, dated Dec 20, 1899 Jan 16 

AH Brown v The Commissioners of Inland Revenue 
of pltff from judgt of Justices Darling and Chann 
Jan 18 


venue Side) appl 
dated Dec 13, 1899 


Forrestt & Son 1d v Aramayo appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bucknill, dated Jan 16, 1900, without a jary, Middlesex Jan 26 
Short v Foss appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 
Oct 28, 1899, without a jury, Middlesex (security ordered) Jan 27 
Herzberg v Robinson appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, 
dated Jan 18, 1900, without ed , Middlesex Jan 30 
Sissons v Whittaker appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
Dec 20, 1899, without a jury, Leeds Jan 30 
The Yetradyfodwg & Pontypridd Main Sewerage Board v The Assessment 
Committee of The Newport Union & Overseers of the Parish of Rumney 
ae of respts from judgt of Justices Channell and Bucknill, dated Jan 
17,1900 Jan 31 
Evans v Adeane appl of deft from judgt of Justices Channell and 
Bucknill, dated Jan 23, 1900 Jan 31 
Rich v Cook (expte Costerton) appl of P S Costerton from judgt of Mr 
Justice Darling, dated Jan 25, 1900, at trial with common jury, Middle- 
sex Feb 5 
Soloman v Palgrave & Co appl of pltff from jdgt of Mr Justice Philli- 
more, dated Jan 22, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 5 
Stewards v The Queen (In re The Petition of Right) appl of The 
Attorney-Gen from judgt of Mr Justice Day, dated Jan 23, 1900, 
without a jury, Middlesex Feb 6 
Saffery v Mayer appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated 
Jan 27, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 7 
Griffiths v The London, Edinburgh & Glasgow Assce Co ld (Crown oe 
appl of defts from judgt of Justices Channell and Bucknill, da 
edt 1900 aaa notice of contention by pltff dated March 12, 1900) 
eb 16 
Girdlestone v Cathcart, Mary appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice 
Bigham, dated Jan 30, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 20 
Monti v Barnes appl of pitff from judgt of A Justice Bigham, dated 
Feb 15, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 2 
Thomas Wood ld v Walier Wood a ppl of pitts from judgt of Mr 
Justice Ridley, dated Feb 13, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex Feb 21 
Puttfawcken v Shedlock appl ‘of deft from judgt of Mr. Justice Day, 
dated Feb 14, 1900, at trial without a jury, Middlesex Feb 22 
Wilson Bros Bobbin Co Id and anr v Wilson & Co, Barnsley, ld sppl of 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bruce, dated Jan 27, 1900, without 
a jury, Middlesex Feb 23 
Cadbury, Jones & Co ld & A Tuck, pltffs v Flatau & Oo ld, claimants 
(Crown Side) app? of claimants from judgt of Justices Channell and 
Bucknill, dated Feb 15,1900 Feb 23 
Tie Farnbam Flint, Gravel & Sand Co 1d, applicants v The Guardians of 
the Poor of the Farnham Union, re tis wn Side) = > of "iho 
oa of Justices Channell and Bucknill, dated 
e 
Mercantilé Bank ld v Bridgewater and anr appl of Bridgewater from 
judgt of Mr Justice Darling, dated February 16, 1900, without a jury, 
Middlesex Feb 24 
Upperton v Sir Matthew White Ridley and avr appl of pltff sai 
Pa'ed judgt of Justices Ohannell and Bucknill, dated Feb 1 
‘eb 
Tn the Matter of Property chargeable with Estate Duty on the death of 
John Scott, junr, and in the Matter of the Finance Act, 1894 (Revenue 
Side) appl of petitioners from judgt. of Justices Darling and Channell, 
dated Dec 15, 1899 Feb 28 
Walker v London appl of deft from judgt fas ot Mr Justice Lawrance, dated 


-+ nese of aaa dated Dec 12, 1899, at trial without jury, Middlesex 


March 

Ebbw Vale, Co v Blaina Iron Oo. ap pat of gate Sass Sates of Me Mr Justice 
Kennedy, dated Feb 6, 1900, without jury, Mi 

Parsons v New Zealand Shi pping Co 100, °« pl trom judgt of Mr 


~ na tana dated Feb 26, 1 without jury, 
Allen v Wingrove appl of deft from j of Mr Justice Ridley, dated 
Feb 23, 1900, without jury, Middlesex h 13 


Mayne v Scottish Im "Insce Co eS et fee ee et 
ustice Kennedy, dated Feb 10, 1900, at trial with special jury, Swansea 
(security ordered) March 14 

Bancroft & Thompson v Heath appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice 
eg 9 dated Jan 15, 1900 (Commercial List), at trial, Middlesex 

Basden v Regan appl of “pe from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
March 10, 1900 

Ide & Christie v Ohaluners & White appl of pltff from oe 
— Kennedy, dated Feb 26, 1900, without jury, Middlesex 


The Council of the Pharmaceutical Society of Great Britain v White 
appl of pltffs from judgt of Justices Grantham and Channell, dated 
Jan 16, 1900 —— 20 

Fisher v Plumbly ppl of pltff fae —% pa me - — Kennedy, dated 
March 12, 1900, wi Ithout jury, Mi 

Bennett, Sharp & Co v Turner (Beckford, Ry mg appl of 3rd party 
from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, dated March 20, 1900, at trial 
without jury, Middlesex March 29 

Carter v Hart appl of deft from jules of of Mr Justice Grantham, dated 
March 24, 1900, at trial, Middlesex March 30 

Yeatman v Walker & anr appl of pltff in person from judgt of Mr 
—- ag ee dated March 26, 1900, at trial without jury, Middle- 
sex arch 30 

J T Chambers v Harrop Goldthorpe (Crown Side) appl of deft _ judgt 
of Justices Channell and Buckuill, dated Feb 5, 1 March 3 

The Rhymney Ry Co v The Great Western Ry reg (Railway t Canal 
Commission) appl of Rhymney Ry Co ews judgt of Mr Justice 
Neds” Sir F Peel, and Viscount Cobham, dated March 19, 1900 


Allen v McDowall appl ‘of pltff from ju of Mr Justice Grantham, 
dated March 10, 1900) without a jury, Middlesex April 5 

The Orays Gas Co v The Bromley Gas Consumers’ Co appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated March 14, 1900, without a jury, 
Middlesex April 6 

Restell & ors v Nye appl of pltffs from judgt of - Justice Mathew, 
dated Jan 23, 1900, without a jury, Middlesex A: 

Jones v Jones appl of deft from judgt of Mr Featice Bucknill, dated 
March 31, 1900, without a jury, Cardiff April 10 

Leslie & Oo ld v The M anagers of the Metropolitan Asylum District appl 
of pltffs — judgt of Justices Bigham & Phillimore, dated April 2, 
1900 April 1 

Beale v Bona (Crown side) appl of pltffs a judgt of Justices Day 
& Lawrance, dated March 31,1900 A 

Forsbacka Jernverks Actiebolag v Reliance Tube Cold appl of deft from 
judgt of Mr. Justice wo dated March 29, 1900, without a jury, 
Middlesex (Commercia!) April 18 

Hall v The British National Pisintem Life Association appl of defts from 
judgment of Mr Justice ne dated April 5, 1900, at trial with 
Cag. ury, Middlesex April 18 

Bullock v Arden & ors (Crown side) saree of from judgt of Justices 
Day & Lawrance, dated March 30 

The Queen v The Local Government Board ¥ 7 Guardians of the Poor 
of the Parish of Willesden (Crown side) appl of the Hendon Board of 

1900 Apeil 33" judgt of suntions Bigham & Channell, dated April 6, 

1900 April 23 

Reed v Franks appl of med from judgt of Mr. ee tears 
April 24, 1900, a rial, mdon (jury withdrawn) 

Baron v Bower & anr appl of deft from jn < Oar 3 a tice Phillimore, 

dated March 13, 1900, erg: jury, 

Barford & Perkins v Gospel O: ak Brick Co,1ld appl ~) “hatts from judgt 

of ~ Justice Mathew, dated May 1, "1900, without a jury, Middlesex 


May 
London Road Car Co, ld v Harrison, Barber, & Co, 1d appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Bruce, dated April 27, 1900, without a jury, Middle- 


May 11 
Jaien ¢ teas & Beard *P of deft Beard from judgt of Mr Justice 
ner dated May 4, , at trial with a common jury, Middlesex 
ay 11 
R Hovenden & Sons v Millhoff appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice 
Grantham, dated May 7, 1900, at trial with special jury, Middlesex 
May 12 
| ae ea appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Bruce, dated 
April 27, 1900, without a f Middlesex Mi 
Nickoll & Knight v Ash n Rdddge & Go ana pltffs from oe = 
= — Mathew, “qated May 7, “1900. lew 0 a jury, Mid 
y 2 
lo-Argentine Live Stock & Produce Agency ld v Westoll of 
ar re from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated May 14, 1900, without jury, 
Middlesex May 24 
Inman v Ackroyd & Best ld “ppl of pltff iiewa fay 94 Mr Justice 
Bruce, dated May 11, 1900, without jury, Middlesex 
& ors v 





Feb 8, 1900, at trial, Birmi 
ay appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr 


Manhattan Brase Co, &e 


iller & Baker ld Engh tg Justice Mathew, 


dated May 21, 1900, without jury, Middlesex May 
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Newman & Oo v Institute, W Schimmelpfeag & anr appl of A Reinhartd, 
a deft, from judgt of Mr Justice Phillimore, dated May 14, 1900, at trial 

ee ee 

v Wain t appl o from judgt of Justices Darling and 

Bucknill, dated May 22, 1900 May 28 —_ . 

The Attorney-Gen v The Midland Ry Co appl of deft Co from judgt (on 
special case) of Justices Ridley & Darling, dated May 9, 1900 May 29 

Dear v Wallis —_ of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Wright, dated 
May 17, 1900, without jury, Middlesex May 31 

Ebbw Vale Steel, Iron & Coal Cold v Richard Thomas and Oo ld appl 
of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Mathew, dated May 8, 1900, without 
jury, Middlesex May 31 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(New Trial Paper.) 


1899. 
Woolley v Manchester Ship Canal Co appl of defts for judgt or new 
= “" op N org ogre and judgt, on March 13, 1899, at trial 
ore aylis, , and special ju ourt of Passage, Liverpool 
—Pltff dead April 19. ses ” * 


1900. 
Sampson v The Lowestoft Net Works ld appl of defts for judgt or new 
oar from verdict & judgt, dated Jan 24, 1900, at trial before 
Mr Justice Lawrance and special jury, Middlesex Feb 27 
Cull & Rooke v The Great Eastern Ry Co appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 29, 1900, at trial 
before Mr Justice Grantham and special jury April 6 
Murray v Pratt appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
and judgt, dated March 26, 1900, at trial before Mr Justice Grantham 
and special jury, Middlesex April 7 
Tidden Smith & Wife v Inns of Court Hotel 1d appln of defts for jugt or 
new trial on appln from verdict & judgt, dated March 30, 1900, at trial 
before Mr Justice Grantham and special jury, Middlesex April 10 
Evans & anrv Thomas appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict & judgt, dated March 22, 1900, at trial before Commissioner J 
Walton, Esq, QO, and common jury, Birmingham April 18 
Elliott v Yates & ors appln of pltff for judgt, or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated April 4, 1900, & contention of deft Yates, 
dated May 3, 1900, at trial before Mr Justice Channell and common 
jury, Middlesex April 18 
Allen v Kensington Stores 1d & Herts appln of defendants for judgt or 
new trial on appln from verdict and judgt, dated April 27, 1900, at trial 
before Mr Justice Channell & common jury, Middlesex May 3 
Baker v Lloyd appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict 
& judgt, dated April 72, 1900, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley and 
common jury, Middlesex May 5 
Blundell v W Prym &Cold appln of defts for judgt or new trial on appl 
from verdict and judgt, dated May 8, 1900, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham and special jury, Middlesex May 15 
Davis & anrn Willis appln of deft for judgt or new trial on ap! from 
verdict & judgt, dated April 28, 1900, at trial before Mr Justice Bucknill 
ane common jury, Manchester May 15 
.v Rohson appnl of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict & judgt, dated May 10, 1900, at trial before Mr Justice Mathow 
and special jury, Middlesex May 17 
Beard v London General Omnibus Oo 1d appln of pltff for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 16, 1900, at trial before 
Mr Justice Lawrance and special jury, Middlesex May 23 
Dobbs v Dyke appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appeal from verdict 
and judgt, dated Nay 18, 1900, at trial before Mr Justice Bucknill and 
common jury, Middlesex May 24 
Merivale v Harvey appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated May 21, 1900, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham and special jury, Middlesex May 28 
Salisbury Jones v Machin appln of deft for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 19, 1900, at trial before Mr. 
Justice Darling & common jury, Middlesex May 28 


FROM THE QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1899 


In re Arbitration Act, 1899, and In re The Dispute between Vanderspar & 
Co v Cooper, Cooper, & Johnson 1d appl of Cooper & Co from order of 
Mr Justice Mathew, dated March 7, 1900 (s.0. or award to be stated), by 

ia ae o. 1900 March 19 
avidson v Puplett appl of deft from order of Mr Justice Ken 
dated April 9 1900 ‘April 11 eaades ve x 

Ebbetts & anr v Conquest appl of deft from order of Justices Bigham 
& Phillimore, dated April 4, 1900 (s o liberty to restore by 7 days’ 
notice on either side, April 24, 1900) April 18 

In re an Arbitration, Barnett v The Mayor, &c, of Eccles appl of Barnett 
from order of Justices Bigham and Phillimore, dated April 2, 1900 (not 
before June 18) May 3 

In re an Arbitration, R & W Paul ld v Praschkauer & Cold appl of R& 
W Paul from order of Mr Justice Day, dated May 2, 1900 (part heard, 
May 31—s o for report of Master) May 15 

The Queen (expte Wright) v The Mayor, &c, of Eastbourne (Crown side) 


ey pd Prosecution from order of Justices Ridley and Darling, dated 
’ 


1900 May 15 
Alfred Sparkes & He 


Crowther v Truscott & anr appln of pltfis from order of Mr Justiee 
Channell, dated May 11,1900 May 18 

Le Mesurier v Hector Van Ouylenberg appln of pltff from order of Mr 
Justice Bigham, dated May 21,1900 May 22 

Jenkins v Lowndes appln of deft from order of Mr Justice Channell, 
dated May 15,1900 May 25 

Baker v Green, Lake & anr appln of deft. from order of Mr Justice 
Channell, dated May 22,1900 May 25 

Ward Humphreys v Priestley appln of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Channell, dated May 24,1900 May 28 

The Queen v Keepers of the Peace and Justices of Worcestershire (Crown 
side) appln of J T Wood, Prosecntor, from order of Justices Ridley and 
Bigham, dated May 15,1900 May 28 

Wontner v H G Oox (3rd party) appln of 3rd party from order of Mr 
Justice Bruce, dated May 25,1900 May 29 

Dulaney & ors v Merry & Sons appln of defts from order of Mr Justice 
Wright, dated May 25,1900 May 31 

Saunders v Atkinson . appln of pltff from order of Mr Justice Day, dated 
May 4, 1900 June l 


From Oounry Court. 
In re The Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. 
1899. 


In the Matter, &¢ Timmins v The Leeds Forge Co 1d (Crown side) appl 
of defts from award of County Court (Leeds), dated June 19, 1899 
(remitted to County Oourt Judge to find further facts, Feb 3, 1900) 


July 4 
1900. 


In the Matter, &c Stead & ors, applicants v Moore & ors, respts (Orown 
side) appl of respts from award of County Court (Yorkshire, Shefiield), 
dated April 9, 1900, and notice of contention by applicant, dated May 1, 
1900 (part heard) April 28 

In the Matter, &¢ Jane Adams, applicant v The Celynew Colliery Oo ld, 
respts (Crown side) appl of applicant from award of County Court 
(Monmouthshire, Newport), dated April 19, 1900 (security ordered) 
May 10 

In = Matter, &c William Leay, applicant v The Barry Graving Dock 
and Engineering Co ld, respts (Crown side) appl of applicant from 
award of County Court (Glamorganshire, Barry), dated April 24, 1900 
May 14 

In the Matter, & W Pattison & Sons, Applicants v Trees Stevenson, 
respt (Crown side) appl of Applicant from award of Coudty Court 
Middlesex, Marylebone), dated May 1, 1900 May 16 

In the Matter, & David Cook, Applicant v Cory Bros & Co Id, Respts 
(Crown side) appl of Respts from award of County Court (Glamorgan- 
shire, Pontypridd), dated May 15,1900 May 31 

In the Matter, &c Arthur Littlefield, Appl v Patman & Fotheringham 1d 
Respts (Crown side) appl of applicant from award of Oounty Court 
(Middlesex, Clerkenwell, dated May 11, 1900 May 31 

In the Matter, &¢ The Powell Duffryn Steam Coal Co ld, Applicants v 
David Edwards, rerpt (Crown side) appl of Respt from award of 
County Court (Glamorganshire, Aberdare, dated May 19, 1900 June 1 


N.B.—The above list contains Chancery, Palatine, and Queen’s Bench 
Final and Interlocutory Appeals set down to 2nd of June, 1900. 





HIGH OOURT OF JUSTICE. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Trinity Srirries, 1900. 
Notices Reiatinc To THE Cuancery Cause List. 


Motions, Petitions, and Short Causes will be taken on the usual days 
stated in the Trinity Sittings Paper, with the following exceptions, viz. : 

Mr. Justice Stirling.—In consequence of Mr. Justice Stirling sit!ing for 
the disposal of his lordship’s own witnesss list, from Tuesday,June 26, 
until Saturday, July 7, inclusive, his lordship will, during that time, 
hear urgent motions only on Friday, June 29, and Friday, July 6. 
Remaining motions will be heard on Tuesday, July 10 

Mr. Justice Kekewich.—Mr. Justice Kekewich will sit for the disposal 
of his lordship’s own witness list on days announced in daily cause list 

Mr. Justice Byrne.—In consequence of Mr. Justice Byrne sitting for the 
disposal of his lordship’s own witness list, from Tue-day, July 3, 
until Saturday, July 14, inclusive, his lordship will, during that time, 
hear urgent motions only on Friday, July 6, and Friday, July 13 

Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy.—In consequence of Mr Justice Oozens-Hardy 
sitting for the disposal of bis lordship’s own witne-s list, from Tuesday. 
June 19, until Saturday, June 30, inclusive, his lordship will, during that 
time, hear urgent motions only on Friday, June 22, and Friday, June 29 

Mr Justice Farwell will take witness actions every day (except on days on 
which Liverpool and Manchester work is taken) in tht oider as they stand 
in his lordship’s cause book 





Liverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr Justice Farwell will take 
| Liverpool and Manchester businees as follows :— 

| (1) Motions, short causes, petitions and adjourned summonses on every 
| other Saturday, commencing with Saturday, June 23 

| (2) Summonees in chambers will be taken on every o:her Saturday, com- 
| mencing with Saturday, June 23 

| “Mr Justice Buckley will take witness actions every day in the order as 


enry Dyke Acland (Judgment Creditor.) & Berwick they stand in his lordship’s cause book 
v The Malvern Hills Conservators (Judgment Debtors) and the 


Summonses before the judge in chambers.—Justices Stirling, Kekewich, 


Lechmere 
Garnishees (Crown side) app) of Judgment Creditors from order of Mr | B d Cozens-Hardy will sit in court the whole day on every Monda 
Justice Channel, dated May 11, 1900 May 15 | auring th , acetic i. 





| during the sittings to hear chamber summonses 





ood 








Justice 
of Mr 
snnell, 
Justice 
Justice 


Crown 
ey and 


of Mr 
lustice 


dated 


appl 
, 1899 
1900) 


yrown 
field), 
fay 1, 


Yo Id, 
Court 
lered) 


Dock 
from 
1900 


nson, 
Yourt 


espts 
‘gan- 


nid 
Jourt 


nts v 
d of 
1e 1 


ench 


lays 


y for 
» 26, 
ime, 
y 6. 


osal 





June 16, 1900. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 44.1 539 








Summonses adjourned into court will be taken (subject to the witness 
list) as follows :—Mr Justice Stirling, with non-witness actions ; Mr Justice 
Kekewich, as stated in the daily cause list; Mr Justice Byrne, with non- 
witness actions, except procedure summonses, which (if any) are taken 
every Saturday ; Mr Justice Cozens-Hardy, with non-witness actions, and 
also on other days as the judges may direct 


Chancery Causes for Trial or Hearing. 
(Set down to June 2, 1900, inclusive.) 


Before Mr. Justice Srrruine. 
Causes for Triai (with Witnesses). 

Muller v Nicolls act (to come on 
with another action) 

Bullard v Bullard & Sons ld. act 
(pltff dead) 

Bullard v Bullard act (pltff dead) 

Carpenter v Argyle act (pltff dead) 

Bennett v Schotborgh act (s.o. to 
agree minutes—restore. when 
ready) 

Vowles v Bristol West of England 
and South Wales &c Building 
Soc act 

Solicitors to H.M.’s Treasury v 
Lewis act (s.o. to fix day) 

Actien Gesellschaft fur Cartonnagen 
Industrie v Temler act (2nd 
Tuesday in Sittings when Witness 
Actions are taken after part 
heard) 

The Cavendish Investment Bldg. 
Soc. v Midgley act 

Faulkner v Freeman act 

Metcalf v Hosegood act 

Rennie v Dracup act (not before 
Ist July) 

The Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co v 
Non-Collapsible Tyre Co ld act 
(pleadings to be delivered) 

Same v ‘he Holborn Tyre Co ld 
act without pleadings. 

In re Maltby Seller v Giddy act 

Reading Tramways Co ld v Mayor, 
&c. ot Reading act (pleadings to 
be delivered) 

Trustee of J E Borland, &c v Steel 
Bros & Co ld_ act (pleadings to 
be delivered) 

British Motor Co ldvJ Taylor & 
Sonsld act (s o 14 days after 
decision in House of Lords’ Case) 

Claremont Cycle Coldv Lloyd act 
& motn for judgt 

Watkins v Tompson act 

Richard v Blake act (pleadings to 
be delivered) 

Ward v Halliley act 

Buck v Bradbury act 

Coveney v Mayor, &c, of Colchester 
act 

Tbompson v Holton act 

Webber v Battlebury act 

Chapelhow v Collins act 

Johnston Die Press Co 1d v Waite 
& Saville ld act 

Causes for Trial (without Witnesses 
and Adjourned Summonses). 

Bolton vy Curre adjd sumns (24th 
July) 

In re Alms Corn Charity Charity 
Commrs v Bode adjd sumns (not 
before June 13) 

In re De Wilton De Wilton v 
Montefiore adjd sumns (2nd 
Tuesday in sittmgs) 

In re Drax Savile v Savile adjd 
sumns 

In re Fellows Corker v Darcy 
adjd sumns to come on with act 

In re Taylor Haseldon v Haseldon 
adjd sumus 

In re Hoyes 
adjd sumns 

Inre Morgan Smith v May adjd 
sumns 

In re Vincent Vincent v Norfolk 
adjd sumns (restored for further 

earing) 

Hand v Blow adjd sumns 

Green v Colchester Native Oyster 
Fishery Co, ld m fj (short) 

In re Baron Vernon Baron Vernon 
Anson adjd sumns 


Herbert v_ Scott 











In re Hooper LEickell v Hooper 
adjd sumns (not before June 16) 

In re The Watford District Coal 
Assoc, 1d Edwards v Watford 
District Coal Assoc, 1d motn 
entered in non-witness list 

Terry v Terry point of law (set 
down by order) 

In re Stedman Sandsv Hicks adjd 
sumns 

In re Duke of St Albans Loder v 
Duke of St Albans adjd sumns 

Inre Gwynne Griffiths v Gwynne 
adjd sumns 

In re Wright Wright v Willans 
adjd sumns 

In re Fitch Randallv Verey adjd 
sumns 

In re Levison & Steiner, ld Wissner 
v Levison & Steiner, ld mfj 
(short) 

In re Warne & Brake & V & P Act, 
1874 adjd sumns 

In re T Bennett & Settled Land 
Acts, 1882 to 1890 aajd sumns 

In re Marsh Dunn Marsh Dunn v 
Elliot two adjd sumns, dated 
January 3rd & May 17, 1900 

Further Consideration. 

In re Nourse Hampton v Nourse 

Sheckle v Hill fur con 

In re Chessman Cheesman v 
Cheesman fur con 





Before Mr. Justice Kexewicu. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Goodwin v Ivory Soap Co act & 
motn 

In re Proctor, Gamble & Co’s Trade 
Mark to rectify register July 26 

Wilson v Banks act (restored) 

Great Eastern Ry Co v Gibson act 

De Castro v Anderson Bros _ act 
(transferred from North, J) 

Clayfield v May act (restored) 

Appleford v Charing Cross & 
Strand &c Corpn ld act without 
pleadings 

Anderson v Hickman act 

Holly v Rumsey & Green act 
(security for £50 ordered for 
costs of defts F Scorer and T B 
Courtenay) 

Molyneux v_ Horsham District 
Council act (not before June 26) 

Hall v Duke of Norfolk act 

Wells v Holgate act 

Wyler v Ibo Investment Trust ld 
act 

Osborn v Stuckey act 

Marshalls ld v Chameleon Patents 
Manufacturing Cold act Chame- 
leon Patents Manufacturing Co 
ld v Marshalls ld act to be 
heard together (by order) 

Washington v Barraclough Barra- 
clough v Washington act & 
counter-claim 

Jones v Lloyds act 

Gibson v Wilkinson act 

Miller v Climpson act 

In re Lennard Mouat v Lennard 
act 

Jacobson v Lipman act 

Jepson v Thomas act 

Evans v Straker act 

In re Barker Barker v_ Barker 
act 

The British Motor Co, ld, v Royal 
Agricultural Hall Uo, ld act 
(s o 14 days after decision in 
House of Lords’ case) 

Cox v Cox act (transferred from 
Byrne, J) 








Combs v Corke act 

Earl of Lichfield v Barnard act 

Abbot v Star Life Assce Soc act 

Thomas v Jones act 

Glenister v Davies act 

Williams v Jones act 

Underwood v Trowbridge Water Co 
Holben v Same act 

Ford v Madge act 

Webb v Keefe act 

Robinson v Garnett act 

Hughes v Scharff act 

Duveen v Zimmerman act 

Preston v Blair act 


Causes for Trial (without Witnesses) 
Ainslie v Blake m f j (short) 
Saffell vy Wheeler m fj 


Adjourned Summonses. 

In re Wilson Wilson v Nicol 
(restored) 

In re Haslam Haslam v Haslam 

In re Rolls & Judicial Trustee Act, 
1896 

In re The Reversion Purchase Co ld 
& Co’s Acts 


Further Consideration. 
Ross v Dredge fur con 





Before Mr. Justice Wricur. 
(Sitting as an additional Judge of 
the Chancery Division.) 
Companies (Winding-up). 
Motions. 

Coverack Stone & Syenitic Paving 
Co ld (for relief under Co’s Act, 
1898) 

National Bank of Wales ld (to 
rectify register of members) 


Chancery Division. 
Actions for Trial. 

Leeds & Hanley Theatre of Varieties 
ld Consolidated Exploration & 
Finance Cold v Leeds and Hanley 
Theatre of Varieties ld 

Long v Salochin Patent Carriage 
Wheel Co ld (with witnesses) 


Companies (Winding-up). 
Petitions. 

Hadleigh Castle Gold Mining Co ld 
(petn of Daniel Radcliffe & ors) 
Wakfer’s Patent Nailless Horse 
Shoe Syndicate ld (petn of Thomas 

Manutacturinug Vo 1d) 

New Beeston Rim and Components 
Co ld (petn of John Dutson & Co) 

Dispatch Printing Co ld (petn of 
W Winifred Head & Co & ora) 

Army Oycle Rest Syndicate Id (petn 
of H J Follett) 

Sharp Brothers’ Soap & Perfumery 
Uo ld (petn of J & P Cowan) 

Globe Venture Syndicate ld (petn 
of RS Gray 

Holborn Tyre Co ld (petn of David 
Moseley & Sons) 

British Boot Industry ld (petn of 
Gilligan & Son) 

River Plate Electric Light & Traction 
Co ld (petn of Glyn, Mills, Currie 
& Co) 

Gillett & Henty ld (petn of @ W 
Alltree) 

Esmond Cycle Saddle Co ld (petn 
of W H Brown) 

Alfred Henley & Co ld (petn of 
Moody Bros) 

Kronthal Co Id (petn of British 
Medical Association) 

Mining & Smelting Co of Nescus 
(Ariege) ld (petn of Adrien de 
Forsiac & ors—Liverpool District 
Registry) 

Vidal Fixed Aniline Dyes ld (petn 
of Joseph Crosfield & Sons ld) 

Cork Co ld (petn of Shand, Mason 
& Co) 

Guarantee & General Trading Corpn 
ld (petn of J Watson) 








National Trading Corpn 1d (petn of 
D F Basden) : ¥ 
British, Colonial & Foreign Securi- 
ties Corpn ld (petn of London 
& Northern Bank ld and its 

liquidator) 


Petition under the Joint Stock Com- 
panies’ Arrangement Act, 1870. 
New Aspen Silver Mines ld (petn of 

company and liquidator) 


Chancery Division. 
Niger Oo ld & reduced (petn of 
Company) 
Industrial & Banking Issue Corpn 
ld & reduced (petn of Company & 


anr 

nue Ayres New Tramways Co ld 
& reduced (petn of Company) 

Atlas Steamship Insce Assoc (petn 
of Company) 

Tyne ‘Well Deck’? Steamship 
Freight Insce Assoc (petn of 


Company) . 
Tyne ‘*Well Deck’’ Steamship 
Insce Assoc (petn of Company) 


Companies (Winding-up). 
Court Summonses. _ 

National Stores ld (to vary list of 
contributories) 

Field & Cold (to vary list of con- 
tributories) 

Mear & Green ld (to adjudicate on 
claim of Lea and Boulton—with 
witnesses) 

Photo Prismatic Publishing Co ld 
(on claims—with witnesses) 

London & Northern Bank ld_ (that 
Archer be admitted a creditor of 
Company—with witnesses) ; 

T Beany & Co ld (on claim—with 
witnesses) 

McKenzie Gold Mines ld (to vary 
list of contribatories) 

Colorado Goldfields Syndicate ld (to 
vary list of contributories—with 
witnesses) 

Moore Bros & Co ld (on pay- 
ment of calls) ‘ 

Canadian-Australian Royal Mail 
Steamship Cold (on clain—with 
witnesses) 


Chancery Divicion. 
Hall & Gifford ld Gifford v Hall 
& Gifford ld (for payment of 
costs) 





Before Mr. Justice ByRnz. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 
Marindin v Han’s Crescent Hotel 
Cold act (not before July 1) 

White v Duckworth & Uo act 
(pleadings to be delivered) 

W Marshall & Cold v AH Bull ld 
act 

Inre Smithies Eastwood v Whitaker 
adjd sumns entered in Witness 
List (s o until sumns disposed of) 

Lyonv Hughes act (security ordered) 

Wackett v Cruickshank act 

Weir v Van Tromp act pt hd 

Gilling v Gilling act (pleadings to 
be delivered) 

Northcroft v Prideaux act (amended 
pleadings to be delivered) 

Read v Read act (pleadings to be 
delivered 

In re Brown +Brown v Brown act 
and m f j 

Mackley v Fletcher act 

The Britannia Works Co ld v The 
Ilford Gas Co act (pleadings to 
be delivered) 

Wotton v Smith act 

Wild v Greet act 

Sawrey v Woven Leather Machine 
Belting Cold act 

Mvon v Papillon act (pleadings to 
be delivered) 

Bishop v Davis act 
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Bowden v Watts act 
Bowman ld v Moore act (without 


leadings 

Silverlock v Hodgson act 

Bowden Smith v Cartier act 

Hill v Cooke act 

Buckland v Buckland act 

British Household Stores ld v Hart 
Bangs v Hart act 

A Cheverton & Co ld v School Board 
for London act 

Osborne v Ross act & mf j 

Grove Land Syndicate ld v London 
and Middlesex Freehold Estate 
Cold act 

Pearmund v Percy act 

Bexhill Urban District Council v 
Hotel Metropole, Bexhill-on-Sea 
ld act (pleadings to be delivered) 

Pelham-Clinton v Duke of New- 
castle act 


Causes for Trial (without Witnesses) 
and Adjourned Summonses. 


In re Boyd Smithv Boyd adjd 
sumns pt hd (restored) 

In re Pankhurst Holland v Sauser 
adjd sumns 

Trevor v Campbell adjd sumns 

In re Froes Frcesv Froes adjd 
sumns 

In re Somers Somers v Roxburgh 
adjd cumns 

In re Payne Gibson v Payne adjd 


sumns 

In re Watson & Morrison’s Contract 
& V & P Act, 1874 adjd sumns 

Watson v Kerr adjd sumns 

In re Dunn Brinklaw v Singleton 
adjd sumns 

Inre Aldridge Blatchv Rose adjd 
sumns 

Harmer & Harley ld v Davis act 

In re British Land Co & Allen’s 
Contract & V & P Act, 1874 adjd 


sumns 
In re Coley Gibson vy Gibson adjd 


sumns 

In re Colls Colls v Colls adjd 
sumns 

In re Burrows & McMahon’s Con- 
tract & V & P Act, 1874 adjd 
sumns 

In re Willett & Settled Land Act 
adjd sumns (not before June 30) 

Pinder v Barlow adjd sumns 

In re Wrexham, Mold & Connah's 
Quay Ry Co, &c adjd sumns 

In re Born Curnoch v Born adjd 
sumns 

In re Jackson Jackson v Jackson 
adjd sumns 

In re H Kemshead 1d Foster v H 
Kemshead ld adjd sumns 

In re Morrison Morrison v Morrison 
adjd sumns 

In re Gill Spear v Attorney-Gen 
adjd sumns 

In re Baumgarten Bevan v Rosen- 
baum adjd sumns 

In re Thomas Freeman Thomas v 
Brand, &c adjd sumns 

In re T Walters’ Trusts, &: adjd 
sumns 

In re J & ASmith, dec adjd sumns 

The Isle of Thanet Electric Trams, 
&c, Cov Abbott adjd sumns 

In re Condon & Shiers’ Contract, 
&c adjd sumns 

In re Lord Swansea & Llewellyn’s 
Contract & V & P Act, 1874 adjd 
sumns 

In re T Purser adjd sumns 

In re White Robson v Climpson 
adjd sumns 

In re Thursfield Gouldbourn v 
—— adjd sumns 

In re Child Child v Waldy adjd 


sumns 
In re Ca ight & Tomkinson’s 
Contract jd sumns 


Westerman v Pautlin m f j (short) 





In re Marzetti Robson v Russell 
adjd sumns 

Wrench v British Milleran Co ld 
adjd sumns 

In re W Pepperell, &c, & Settled 
Land Act adjd sumns 

In re Waterhouse’s Contract & V & 
P Act adjd sumns 

In re Trenchard Ward v Trenchard 
adjd sumns 

Grove Land Syndicate 1d v London 
& Middlesex Freehold Estates Co, 
ld adjd sumns 

In re Barry Moss v Fowler adjd 
summns 

Yorke v Ward & Williams adjd 
sumns 

In re Campain’s Trusts Powell 
vy Campain two adjd summonses 

In re E Smith Loughran v Smith 
adjd sumns 

Further Considerations. 

In re Turner De la Faille des 
Essarts v Harrison fur con & 
adjd sumns 

Domecq v Domecq fur con 

In re Harrys Harrys v Howells 
fur con 

In re Nagle Nagle v Pitt fur con 





Before Mr. Justice Cozens-Hanrpy. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 


In re Marshall Driver v Sidle act 
(not before 14th July) 

Saccharin Corpn ld v R Reitmeyer 
&Co act 

Refuge for the Destitute v Vestry 
of the Parish of Hackney act 
pt hd (1st witness day) 

Friday v The Same act pt hd 

lst witness day) 

Juul v Flower & Everett act 

Young v Sewell act 

Sharman v Steward act 

Attorney-General v Andrews act 

Caney v Davis act 

Olark v Alfred Joint Stock Bread & 
Flour Cold act 

Lawrence v Lawley act 

Bulteel vy Woosnam act (East 
Stonehouse D. R.) 

In re Allison’s Patent, No 12,013 of 
1887 and Patents, &c Acts petn 
entered in witness list (s o till 
after Amendment made) 

In re Marshall & Naylor’s Patent, 
No 25,128 of 1898 and Patents, 
&c Acts petn entered in witness 
list 

International Typograph Co v 
Linotype Cold act 

Haden vy Spencer act 

In re Gregory Hodson v Gregory 
act 

Wilson v Durham act (pleadings 
to be delivered) 

Harrison v Pybus act 

Shaw v Johnson, Cole, Brier, &c 1d 
act 

Marsh v Carter act 

Hoare v London and South Western 
Ry Co act 

Lilley v Pearce act 

Raymondo v Power act 

Barham v Evered act (to come on 
with another act when set down) 

In re The Gullewa Gold Mines ld 
Keating v Gullewa Gold Mines ld 


act 

Inre the Application of the Formalin 
Hygienic Co ld for Registration 
ot ‘rade Mark, No. 215,816 and 
Patents, &c., Acts motn entered 
in Witness List 

Municipal Permanent Investment 
Building Soc v Harris act 

Dunning v Grosvenor Dairies ld 
act (not before Ist July) 

Bartlett v White act 

Ross v Brooke-Hitching act 

Chapman v Browne act 





Neaverson v Peterborough Rural 
District District Council act 

Johnson v Braggs act 

Emson v Isitt act 

Way v Cooper act without plead- 


ings 

Haughton v Hyde act 

Foakes v Miller act 

In re Beeson Piddington v Beeson 
act 

Attorney-Gen v Barker act 

Allanson Winn v Lord Hedley act 

Slade v Provident Assoc of London 
ld act 

Saqui & Lawrence v Jacobs act 

Rawlins v Butler act 

Jewill v Aldridge act (Bridg- 
water DR) 

Moering v Farnell act without 
pleadings 

Pullin v Brash act 

London & Globe Finance Corpn 1d 
v Kaufman motion entered in 
witness list (19th June by order) 


Causes for Trial. 
(Without Witnesses and Adjourned 
Summonses.) 


In re Hole Davies v Witt adjd 
sumns (restored) 

In re Simmons Francis v Willmot 
adjd sumns (lst day of sum- 
monses) 

In re Richardson Hull & Scul- 
coate’s Lispensary v Milne adjd 


sumns 

In re Andrew Law v Andrew adjd 
sumns 

Wild v Wild adjd sumns 

Campbell v Gillespie (pltffs) adjd 
sumns 

Same v Same (defts) adjd sumns 

In re Meyer Blundell v Attorney- 
General adjd sumns 

Bryant v Bryant adjd sumns 

In re The Newspaper Proprietary 
ld Hopkinson v Newspaper Pro- 
prietary ld adjd sumns 

In re Lapraik Thompson v Lapraik 
adjd sumns 

In re Sutton Sutton v Faber adjd 


sumns 

In re Budd Poynder v Budd adjd 
sumns 

In re Burnett Egersdorff v Egers- 
dorff adjd sumns 

In re Powell Campbell v Campbell 
adjd sumns 

In re de Pothonier Dent v de 
Pothonier adjd sumns 

In reSame Heath v de Pothonier 
adjd sumns 

In re Stuckey Stuckey v Meyer 
adjd sumns 

In re Gullewa Gold Mines, ld 
Keating v Gullewa Gold Mines, 
ld adjd sumns (13th June, after 


pt hd) 

In re Smith Smith v Fairbanks 
adjd sumns 

In re Parker Young v Parker 


adjd sumns 

In re Poole & Robinson, &c (taxa- 
tion) adjd sumns 

In re Phillips Morris vy Levy adjd 
sums 


Further Considerations. 


Sutton v Byne fur con 

In re Holland Birchall v Holland 
fur con 

Kennard v Kennard 3rd fur con 

In re Lebigch Lebish v Walton fur 
con adjd from chambers 





Before Mr. Justice Farwez.u. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 


Martin, Earle, & Co, ld v Shann 
act (s o August 1, 1900) 








Bowick v Borchgrevink 
June 25) 

Bauer v Silicate Paint Co (J B Orr 
& Co, 1d) act (s o Dec 31, 1900) 
Walker v Shaw, Saville & Albion 
Co ld act (s o Michaelmas 

Sittings) 

Law v Law act (so July 16) 

Hunt v Luck act & two adjd 
sumus (so July 2, 1900) 

Rajah of Vizianagram v Turner act 
(s.o. till depositions filed, Nov 13, 
1899) 

Hewlings v Dalrymple 
July 2, 1900) 

In re Birch Birch v Birch act 

Attorney-Gen v Coleman act 

Bunge v Higgingbottom & Co ld act 
(security ordered March 29) 

JF Timms & Coldv Timms act 
(s o till one month after affi- 
davits filed) 

Edwards v Mansell act (s o till de- 
positions filed) 

Winstone v Gray act (so June 18) 

Williams v Wyatt Wyatt v 
Williams act (s o till after 
Williams v James disposed of in 
Court of Appeal IT) 

Ingle v Vaughan Jenkins act 

Llewelyn v Jacob act 

Bake v Lucas act (s o June 13) 

Harris v Rosenberg act 

Deutsche Verlags Anstalt v Nop,’ 
Electrotype Agency act 

Williams v Watkin act (s o till 
June 23) 

Yates v Quinn 


act (so 


act (so 


act (Liverpool 


DR) 

Burnyeat v Whitehaven Joint Stock 
Banking Co ld act (Liverpool 
D R) 


Before Mr. Justice Buckuey. 
Causes for Trial (with Witnesses). 


Inman v Hobbs’ Manufacturing Co 


act 

Duke of Marlborough v Rowland 
act 

Rawson v Kirker act 

Mathews v Wilmer act (pleadings 
to be delivered) 

Lord Monson v Inglis act (plead- 
ings to be delivered) 

A. W. Gamage ld v Beasley act 
(pleadings to be delivered) 

Law v Spiers & Pond ld _ act 

Same v Same act (transferred from 
Q B Division) pltff a lunatic 

Keevil v Blackstaffe act (pleadings 
to be delivered) 

In re Kern’s Patent, No 294 of 1897 
(petn entered in Witness List by 
order, Oct 28, 1899) restored to 
List, June 1, 1900 (not before 
June 27) 

Jones v Blaisdell’s Pencils 1d act 

Jones v Cooke act (s o 21 days 
after inspection) 

The Assets Development Co ld v 
Close Bros & Oo act (transferred 
by order, dated March 16, 1900) 
not before June 28 

Midgley v Pacific Contract Co ld 
act & adjd sumns (not before 
June 28) 

Winn v Barnett act (pleadings to 
be delivered) 

Wrench v British Millervin Oo ld 
act (pleadivgs to be delivered) 

Ackerman v Smallpeice act (s o to 
June 20) 

Roberts v Wood act (s o to 
Michaelmas Sittings 

Towns v Tynemouth Permanent 
Benefit Building Soc act (plead- 
ings to be delivered) 

Attorney-General v Mayor, &c, of 
Tynemouth (so till Michaelmas 
Bittings) 





Ju 


Je 


J 


J 


J 


Is: 
Jo 
M 








act 


June 16, 1900. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 44-] 54% 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


June 19.—Messrs. Denexnamy Tewson, Farmer, & Brivcewarer, at the Mart, at 2:— 
Shortlands, Kent: Freehold Detached Residence, with stabli and grounds 
of nearly an acre, seven minutes’ walk from Shortlands Station, one mile from 
Bromley, and ten from Town. Solicitors, Messrs. Janson, Cobb, Pearson, & Co., 
London.— Pinner, Middlesex : Freebold Property, in a convenient position, about ten 
and twenty minutes’ walk respectively from Pinner Stations, Metropolitan and L. and 
N.W. Rail ways; in all about 11 acres. rs, Messrs. Travers, Smith, Braith. 
waite, & Robinson, London.—By order of Trustees. Bisho: te: Freehold —. and 
Dwelling-house, producing £96 17s. perannum. Camden- : Two Leasehold Shops 
and Dwelling-houses. Solicitors, Messrs. Thompson & Debenhams, London. (See 
advertisements, this week, p. 2). 

June 20.—Messrs. Exiis & Son, at the Mart, at 2 :—Stepney : Copyhold Estates, consisting 
of Ground-rents amounting to £262 14s. 64. per annum, with early reversion to the 
rack-rents estimated at £3.016 oa annum, secured uj 159 houses, inclu three 
beerhouses, a factory with canal frontage, shops, warehouse, and stabling. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Hanbury, Whitting, & Co., London. (See advertisement, this week, p. 5.) 

June 20.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrigip, at the Mart, at 2:—Freehold Residential 
Property at Sutton, Surrey, let for 3 years from June 24, 1899, at £300 per annum. 
Freehold detatched Residence at Lea Bridge, with stabling, and over 1 acre of 
grounds. Freehold Detatched Family Residence at Enfield. with grounds of 1} acres, 
let until 1901 at £136 10s per annum. Solicitors, W. F. Foster, Eeq., and Messrs. 
Paul E, Vanderpump & Eve, London.—Leasehold Residences at Notting Hill and 
Tooting, producing £40 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Thomsons, Brooks, & Danby, 
London.—Freehold and Leasehold Properties at Chislehurst, Forest Hill, Carshalton; 
Walthamstow. and Chingford. Solicitors, Messrs. Finch & Turner, C. A. Russ, Esq , 
Messrs. E. C. Kilsby & Son, and Messrs, Watson, Sons, & Room, all of London, (See 
advertisements. this week, p. 24) 

June 21.—Messrs. Farresroruer, Extis, Eazrron, Breacn, Garswortuy, & Co, at the 
Mart, at 2 :—City of London: Freehold Business Premises, known as No. 2, Queen- 
hithe, one door from Upper Thames-street, almost adjoining Smith’s Wharf, and 
close to the river and Southwark-bridge Solicitors, Mesers. Mackrell, Maton, Godlee, 
& Quincey, London.— Rugby : Frrehold Building Estate, 7 an area of about 
8 acres, within a few minutes of the stations on the London and -Western and 
Great Central Railways, in the heart of the town. Solicitors, Messrs. Meredith, 
Roberts, & Mhlls, London, and Messrs, Wratislaw & Thompson, Rugby. (See 
advertisements, this week, p. 23.) 

June 21 —Messrs, H. E, Foster & Cranri£xp, at the Mart, at 2: 
REVERSIONS : 

To £450 of a Trust Fund; lady aged 60. Solicitors, Messrs, Paterson, Snow, 
Bloxam, & Kinder, London. 

To One-twelfth of a Trust Fund in Railway and Dock Stocks, value £109,959; also 
to One-twelfth of Freehold Farm at Settle; lady aged 51 (see particulars; ; 
also to One-twelfth of £6,813 in Consols, &c. Solicitors, Messrs. Holdsworth & 
Payne, London. 

To One-eighth of a Trust Fund in Railway Stock, value £5,836; lady aged 67. 
Solicitors. Messre. Devonshire & Co., London. 

To One-fourth of Trust Estate, value £40,000, in Metropolitan and Railway 
Stock; lady aged 69. Solicitors, Messrs. Caprons, Hitchins, Brabant, & 
Hitchins, London. 

To re at Holloway, let at £546 per annum; gentleman aged 63. Solicitar, 
C. W. Brown, Esq., London. 

To One-eighth of a Trust Fund, value £1,755, Railway and other Stock ; lady aged 
54. Solicitors, Messrs. Large & Son, London. 

LIFE INTEREST of gentleman aged 55 producing £20 annum. Also a Moiety 
of a Fund producing £1,100 per annum; with Policy for £6100. 8 :licitors, 
Messrs. Pearce-Jones & Co., London. 

ANNUITY of £150; lady aged 31, with Policy. Solicitors, Messrs Cason Perrott- 
Smith & Co,, London. 

THREE STALLS in the Royal Albert Hall.—Solicitors, Messrs, Thomsons, Brooks, 
& Danby, London. 

POLICIES : 

For £4,000, £1,500, £1,000, and £1,000, Solicitors, Messrs Tatham & Procter, 
Messrs. Hollams, Sons, Coward, & Hawksley, and W. Smith Gofton, Esq., 
all of London. 

(See advertisements, this week, p. 24.) 

June 21.—Mesers. C. C. & T. Moore, at the Mart, at 2:—Commercial street, Spitalfields 
(close to the City boundary) : Substantially-built Messuages, comprising Two Shops 
and 43 rooms over, and a Shop and three rooms; now producing about £631 per 
annum, Solicitors, Messrs. R. 8. Taylor, 8on, & Humbert, London.— Walthamstow : 
Freehold Dwelling-house and Five Plots of Freehold Land. Canning Town: Four 
Leasehold Houses. Bethnal Green: Eleven Leasehold Houses. Solicitors, Messrs. G 
Brown, Son, & Vardy, London —Commercial-road, E,: Copyhold House and Shop 
and Freehold House, Solicitor, George Turner, Esq., London.—Old Ford-road N E. : 
Six Freeh:ld Shops, let at £285 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Badham & Comins, 
London.— Bexley Heath, Kent: Detached Freehold Residence. Solicitor, T. G. 
Baynes, Esq., Bexley Heath.—Millwall: Leasehold Dwelling-house Solicitor, E. J. 
Marsh, Esq., London.—Poplar: Freehold House and Shop. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Baddeleys & Co., London.— Woodford : H hold Furniti (Bee 


this week, p. 9.) 
RESULT OF SALE. 


Messrs. C, C. & T, Moore, on Thursday last, at Tokenhouse-yard, included in their 
Auction part of the Estate of the late James Gurr, consisting of several Freehold 
Properties in the districts of Poplar, Canning Town, and Bow. Two Houses in Upper 
North-street, Poplar, realized £300, and Two in Pekin-street, adjoining, £560. Three 
Shops in St. Leonard’s-road realized £1,200, and Three Houses in Byron-street, in the 
rear of former, £1,040. £500 was obtained for Three Houses in Nelson-street, Canning 
Town, and £865 for Two Residences in Sutherland-road, Bow; while two more in 
Eglinton-street, in the same district, sold for £925; and one in Vernon-road for £410. 
Other properties were submitted, and the result of the day’s sale was £7 760. 











WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Faipay, June 8. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1n CHANCERY. 

Acra Bayx, Liwrep (in Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before July 31, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Frederick Walter Quanbrough 35, Nicholas lane 

Humorrstons & Payne, Linen (1x Vo.untary Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on 
or before July 10, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Henry Humberstone and John Payne, Three Horse Shoes Hotel, Shettield, 
Smith & Sons, Sheffield. solors to liquidators 

Loypon ano West AFRICAN Trapina Co, Luwrrep —Creditors are 


| 
) 





London Gazette.—Turspay, June 12, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep im CHANCERY. 

Apa Mixixe anp Smevtine Co, Limrrep-Creditors are required, on or before July 
21, to sead their names and addresses, and the of their debts or claims, to 
Charles George Baron, 11, Queen Vict ria st 

BerHanca GoLpriELps, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before July 21, to send 
their names and addresees, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Wainwright & 
Co, 9, Staple inn, Holborn, solors for liquidator i 

Buacxpoot Brick Co, Limrtzo—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 1, to send their 
names and addresses, aud the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederic Walmsley, 
39, Mawdsley st, Bolton. Foley, Bolton, solor to liquidator 

Joun Mitts & Sons, Luonr are required, on or before July 21, to send their 
names and ad . particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas 
St Nicholas chmbrs, Newcastle on i'yne. Wilkinson & Marshall, Newcastle on Tyne, 
solors for liquidator “ 

TRANSATLANTIC Mivyes Purcuase Synpicatse, Limrrep—Creditors are uired, on or 
before July 24, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of debts or 
claims, to James Stewart, Winchester House. Milner & Bickford, 10, Moorgate st, 
solors to liquidator $ 

Warrexavei Usirep Gotp Mixine Co, Luwrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
July 21, to their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Arthur Henry Spence Browne, Finsbury House, Blomfield-street. Davidson & 
Morriss, 40 and 42, Queen Victoria-street, solors for liquidator 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Lapworts Frienviy Fuyp, Boot Inn. Lapworth, Birmin; . May 18 

Oakey Friznpiy Society, Bedford Arms ot ‘ord. | 30 

Union Busiau Society, Rising Sun, Sale st, ite st, Bethnal Green rd. May 29 








WARNING TO INTENDING House PurcHasers AND Lessers.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 
Engineering Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Kee quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘ Sanitation.””—[Apvr.] 


To Soxicrrors, Reat Estate Owners, AND REPRESENTATIVES.—We obtain 
Best Prices for all Quantities of Second-band and Defective Rails, Scrap 
Tron, Old Plant, &:. We undertake to SELL for Clients, at a moderate 
commission, or to Purchase outright where necessary, all Iron, Steel, 
and Heavy Goods, Castings, &c. Highest references. Write or wire— 
Morpaunt Lawson & Co., Workington, Cumberland (Telegrams: Mor- 
daunt, Workington ; Telephone: No. 9), and Branches at Belfast, Bir- 
mingham, Carlisle, London, Liverpool, and Middlesborough.—[Apvr. | 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette.—Turspay, June 5, 


Apcock, Cuartes Heyry, Spalding, Lincoln July 9 Hickman, ry In 
Avovus, Marcarer, Gilesgate Moor, Durham July 25 Brown & Son, Newcastle upon 


ne 
Avarp, JonaTuay, Tunbridge Wells June 29 Buss, Tuubridge Wells 
Bevitte, Kare, Surbiton, Surrey July 14 Lumley & Lumley, Old Jewry chmbrs 
Bopxix, WILLIAM Perer, Highgate June 25 Scadi & Bodkin, Gordon st, Gordon sq 
CameEron, Epwix, Commercial rd East July 18 Bartield & Bartield, Finsbury pavemect 
Carrenter, Epwiy, Northfleet, Kent June 25 Mitchell & Macartney, Gravesend 
Cuvpan, Hanwan, Halifax July6 Godfrey & Co, Halifax 
Dark, Wituiam, Wellington, Somerset July 2 Booker, Wellington 
Dicxiys, Caro.ing, Croydon July 30 Lo & Co, Gray’s inn sq 
—-. —— acum ne fe Prior & Co, Bed ,~ eit 

VANS, JOHN, Aberystwyth, Lodging house Keeper July 21 vies, sstwy 
Hart, Wiitiam, Hasland, Derby June 30 Jones & Chestei field 
Harris, Ameia, Victoria st June 30 Malkin & Co, Martin's In 
Hastam, Josrrn Crook, Queen Anne st, Cavendish sq, JP Aug 1 Moon & Co, 
x yo ym Best. BA w b. a 
orton, Gror@r, Balsall Heath, Birmingham July 5 Westwood, birmingham 
James, Saran. Tenby, Pembroke July 14 yon 4 i 7 
JounsTon, Bersry, Maryport, Cumberland June 30 Tyson & Hobson, Maryport 
Josiix, Richarp Crusa, Clacton on Sea, Agricultural Ironmonger July 21 Elwes & 
Turner, Colchester 
Mannine, Heyay Jorpay, A'ton, Hants, Pork Butcher July 2 Downie, Alton 
Mavonas, Rossa, Haltwhistle, Northumberland, Farmer July 12 varrick & Co, 

rampton 
May, ALEXANDER owen, Russelisq July 1 Robinson & Co, Charterhouse sq 
a <= Grnson, Melbourne, Victoria June 14 White & Leonard, Bank bligs, 

cireus 

Nayvor, Ricaanp Curistorugr, Nortbampton July 2 Mather. Liverpool 
Perre, Hevxry, Dun Lane July 31 Hicks & Son, Gray’s inn sq 
Portcn, Juuia, Fulham July 12 Whitti & Co, Bisho st Without 
Prior, WittiAm, North Shields July 17 wn, North 
Seat, Hannan, Belle Vue, or Waketield July 10 Towaend & Woothead, Wakefield 
Baxcow, Sarag Siurson, Spalding, Lincoln June 2i Ha vey, 
Srennine, James, Hounslow July 14 Fox, Kingston on Thames 
Srevens, Ronert Posnert, Staunton, Notti July 14 Eking & Wyles, Nottingham 
Sroxes, NaTHan, Liver; July 1 Dixon & Syers, Liverpool 
Srricktanp, Epwarp, Plymouth July 2) Whlson, Piym uth 
Tavntoy, Henry, Sutton Surrey, JP July 28 Simpson & Co, Gracechurch st 
Taursurn, Wacrsr Leviner, Wo.dstock, Oxford June 30 Rooper & Whateley, 
Lincoln's inn fields 
Torrixa, Roserr Braver, Crouch End July 14 Clifton, New ct 
Tunvictive®, Joskrn, Shugborough, nr Stafford July 7 Rex & Cale, Stafford 
Vincent, James, Porchestereq July 31 Hughes & Aston, Edgware rd 
Wuirrenkap, Wituiam Swatiow, East , nr Wakefield July 10 Townend & 
Woovchead, Wasefield 
Wirt, Cuarces, King’s Lynn July 15 Coulton & Son, King’s Lynn 
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on or before 
Saturday, June 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts | ASuTON, Tuomas Mason, Louth, Lincoln June 30 Banks & Co, Bary St Ed nands 
or claims, to Frederick Hue Williams, 40, Old Broad st. Greenip & Co, 1 and 2, George | BELL, a ae Broker Augi Hanison & Burton, Live 
v 


st, Mansion House, eolors for liquidator 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Breresrorp, 
Strand 


BoppixeTon, Saran, Leamington 


Joun Goren, Bedate Rectory, York July 6 Young & Uo, Essex st, 


Boddington, Worcester 


J 
Istz or Sugrry £10 Dearn Socrery, Sun Inn, Ramnel af, Wie Town, Sheerness, May 28 Suan, Seen Cuaruss, Shepton sintiee Gone Caen July 20 Nalder, Shepton 


Jones’s Frienpiy Society, Bull Inn, Dursley, Glos. 


y 
Minerat Lopar No, 1 Inperenpenr Onver or Royat Suxruervs Society, Punch Bowl | Cuarx, Winiiam Corrente Doncaster July 1 Parkin & Co, 
Rochester 


Inn Blacksnape, Over Darwen, Blackburn, Lancs. May 29 


Coraman, Rosa, 





Doncaster 
July 1 Uopeman & Cadge, Loddon, ar Norwich 
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Corpery, Jonn Granam, Bedford July 14 Woodrooffe & Burgess, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 

Crowe, James Askin, Liverpool June 20 Stone & Co, Lavenpeel ¢ ” 

Cripps, Epmunp Witi1am, Cirencester Aug1 Bowman & Hayward, Bedford row 

Cunpitt, Ropert, Acklam, York, Farmer July 25 Robson, Pocklington 

Davey, Frepenrick, Chingford, Essex July 21 Davey, Brockley 

Emery, Jostan, Malmesbury, Wilts, Baker July 10 Clark & Smith, Malmesbury 

Fay, Arvoup, Awbridge, Hants, Farmer J: uly 9 Tylee & Mortimer, Romsey 

Franks, Frances, Nottingham July1 Parr & Butlin, Nottingham 

Hatt, Atrrep Grorcr, Birkenhead, Engineer July6 Lamb & Co, Birkenhead 

een, Lady Groreixa Mary, Kew July 17 Lowndes, George st, Mansion 
use 

Heptey, Saran Cox, Madeley, Salop July9 Potts & Potts, Broseley 

Houtman, Tuomas, Blean, Kent J «4 2 Mowll & Mowll, Canterbury 

Huet, Saran Ann, Nottingham J ay 1_ Parr & Butlin, Nottingham 

Lang, +. Mary, Verzons, nr Ledbury, Hereford June 29 Coventry & Co, 


LanestretH, Anniz, Bacup June 26 Wright, Bacup 
Miiner, Corpewia, Bath July 14 Hellard & Son. Portsmouth 
| a Seren pneem «7 = Lay & Chetham, Finsbury sq 
A8T, Fraxcis Ensor, Californi ivi i d 

ies to ‘a eave 2 > ornia, U 8 A, Civil Engineer July 7 
RicHarpson, Jang, St Annes on the Sea July 9 Bradbury, Bolton 
a -~" “me Rosertrya, Southwold, Suffolk July 31 Laurence & Co, Lincoln’s 
Suir, Jouy, Stone, pr Berkeley, Glos, Farmer July 24 Scott, Berkeley 
Skipwith, Catuenine, Nottinghym July1 Parr & Butlin, Nottingham 
Soutnwoop, Esenezsr Pieasance, Bath Aug13 Vinall, Lewes 
Storr, Bexsamin, Stockport July 27 Farrer & Co, Manchester 
a a GiLeERT, Wellington st, Strand July 2 Coulson & Cook, Bush 
TayLor, Tuomas, Accrington July 5 Mather, Liverpool 
TWEED, Tomas, Scammonden, nr Huddersfield, Cattle Dealer June 30 Boocock, 


ax 
Yeates, ANTHONY George, Tulse hill Aug7 Grundy & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Youre, Grorce, Millwall, Chemist July Bt Debeuhem, ae 
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Crark, Juvia, Guildford July 23 Burgoynes & Greatbach, Oxford st 
Coors, Mary Annrk, Baslow, Derby July 14_ Branson & Son, Sheffield 
Cowan, Joun Ex.ison, Eastbourne July 14 Hillman & Burt, Easthour: e 
Cow Lina, GrorGiana, Leeds July1 Turner & Turner, Leeds 
Date, Samuet Youna, Penzance July zl Trythail & Bodilly, Penz ince 
Davipson, Ki 1zABETH Georarana, Kensington June 26 Greville & White, Haymarket 
Davipson, Laura, Kensington June 26 Greville & White, Haymarket 
Down1na, ANN, Hanley, Staffs June25 Holliashead & Moody, Tunsta!l 
Dunan, Harry Retry, Bedford July 12 Tebbs & Son, Bedford 
Fiewnes, Ceci Joan TwistLetTon WyKkEnAm July 16 Upton & Co, Austin Friars 
FiLetcHer, CHARLES, Liverpool July 8 Garnett, Liverpool 
Greaory, Gronce Anruony, Aston, Warwick July13 Tanner, Birmingham 
ae ~ ~~ Llanboidy, Carmarthen, Farmer July 4 Morgan & Richardson, 
rdigan 
Harpy, Exizaneta, Yeovil July 16 Marsh & Warry, Yeovil 
Haseiwoop, Rosert, Bracondale, Norwich Aug 30 Tillett & Co, Norwich 
Hors-Epwarpes, Rev St Leaer Freperick, Netley, Salop July 23 Burgoynes & 
Greatbach, Oxford st 
iawn, Sas Patrick, Sherborne, Dorset, Schcolmaster July 16 Ffooks & Douglas, 
erborne 
JENNINGS, wi st Cave Spicer, Malmesbury, Wilts, FRC3 July 31 Forrester & Moir, 
mesbury 
Masgcu, Witt1amM,  remeaeng nr Birmingham July 21 Pointon, Birmingham 
Mu tuer, Caarces Martin, Cheltenham July 31 Ley & Co, Cheltenham 
Porter, James Dixon, Birkenhead July 9 Newman, Liverpool 
REDHEAD, SEptimus, Cheltenham July 31 Brydges & Co, Cheltenham 
Reeves, Martua, Barnes June 29 ells & Sons, South sq, Gray’s inn 
Ricuarps, Freperick, Stoke Newington August 9 Young & Sons, Ely pl, Holborncireus 
Row.ey, Witiiam, Walton on Thames, Saddler May 22 Chariton & Baker, 
Kiogston on Thames 
SanpERs, JOSEPH ALFRED, Leeds, Commission Agent July7 Simpson & Simpson, Leeds 
Saynor, JosEpH Samvuet, Scarborough, Licensed Victualler July 20 Royle, Scarborough 
aaa = Sumpster, Harrogate, York, Hair Dresser July 17 Hirst & Capes, 
te 


alToga’ 
Sreece, Frances, Whitchurch, nr Cardiff July 11 Leigh & Horley, Cardiff 
Srewakrt, Field-Marshal Sir Donato Martin, Bart, GCB, GCSI, CLE, Chelsea July 30 
St Quintin, Prince's st 
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Baasuot, Henay, Christchurch, Southampton, Painter July 21 Sharp & Symonds, | SroprorrH. Mary ANN ANGLIN, Liverp ol July 28 Lomax, St Helens 


Christchurch, Southamp‘on 


Baayett, Watter Bex. Amin, Stratford, Porter July21 George & Falwasser, St: 
Barrett, Frances, Brighton July 14 Tyler, ¢ tenents inn 7 ens 
Bagrerr, Joun Horwoop, Southall, Master Mariner July 11 Buckmaster, Bedford row | 
Bentiey, Jounx, Hanley Augs Furnival, Stoke upon Trent 

Bicaty, Francis Henry, Sheffield, Joiner July 30 Irons, Sheffield 

Burne, Carouiye, Albert embankment, Lambeth July 2i Sydney, Renfrew 1d 
Camp, James Heppov, Bristol, Wine Merchant July 31 Barry & Harris, Bristol 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Fripvay, June 8. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ALExanver, Rosixa Gerrrupe, Hatton gdn High Court 
Pet May2 Urd June 5 # ° 
Banos, H H, Camden Town High Court Pet May 15 
Ord June 5 


Bispy, Witi1am, Warmfield, Yorks, Coal Miner Wakefield 
May 18 Ord May 18 
Browse, Samvew Crisp, Wimbledon, Ironmonger 
Pet June 6 Urd Juue 6 
Buac, Davin, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Luton Pet June2 Ord June 2 
Cuarmay, Freperick Martin, Bedford Peterborough 
pm ~~ 6 Ord June 6 
LENS, 1uL14M Jouy, Old Kent Grocer High 
Gum Wy, om » Baleall He ti “ : 
ELL, WILLIAM, Heath, Birmingham, Cabinet 
Maker Birmingham Pet May 31 Ord May 31 
Evays, Davin Tomas, Mumbles, Glam, Tailor Swansea 
Pet June5 Ord June 5 
Evaxs, Joun Hartstoxe, Shrewsbury, Salop, Carpenter 
Pet May 28 Ord June 2 
FreemaN, Bertram, Uxbridge, Surveyor Windsor Pet 
e <- Ord J 7 2 
REEN, RICHARD VALLANCE, Sparkhill, Worcester Bir- 
mingham PetJune2 Ord June 2 
Hazris, Jonx Epwix, Newcastle on Tyne, Cycle Dealer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 21 Ord May 31 
Hittos, Wii1iam Henry, Lower Clapton, Auctioneer 
Joan ye Pet June .. Ord June 6 
» , Builder Eastbcurme Pet May 22 
Ord June ny 
Kewpati, Epwarp Grorcz, Gannersbury, Builder Brent- 
ford Pet Mayi7 Ord June 1 
Lazanus, Hesxry, Bushey Heath, Herts, Author St 
Albans PetJunel Ord June 1 
LippE.ow, Cuares, Stanton on the Wold, Nottingham, 
Cont i Pet May 16 Ord June 6 
Marre, Tito, Portedown rd, Maida Vaie, Professor of 
Music h Court Pet april 20 Ord Junel 
Mituze, Hereert Sraxvey, Redland, Bristol, Commission 
Agen’ Pet June 2 Ord June 2 
Onspory, Gzorcs Huyt, Kilburn, Music Publisher High 
P Court Be op Ord June 6 
ACEKEHAM, CHARLES Henry, New Brompton, Kent, House 
Decorator Roch:ster Pet June 2 Ord sem 
Peexs, Tuomas, Bromsgrove, Kaker Worcester Pet June2 
Ord June 2 
Piccorr, Joszeu Witiiam, and Witiiam Joun Barrows, 
Leicester, Builders Leicester Pet June2 Ord June 2 
Properis, ALrgEv, Walsall, Hatter Walsall Pet May 31 
Ord May 31 
Rees Jous, Cardiff, Chemist Cardiff Pet June2 Crd June2 
Koserts, hovert, Criccieth, Carnarvons, Builder Port- 
madoc Pet June2 Ord June 2 
Roxzsos, James, Gateshead, Durham, Butcher Newcastle 
on Pet May 30 Ord May 30 
Siursox, Joux, Brixton, Hotel Keeper Rochester Pet 
April 20 June 6 


Syxons, Wittiam Axprew, Plymouth, Butcher Plymouth 
w Pet June § ae gt = ae 
ATEERTON, Epwiy, f. Lancs, Licensed Victualler 
Salford Pet June1 Ord June i 
Waite, Jonx, Bexhill on Sea, Builder Canterbury Pet 
" May 31 — June ‘ 
ILL1AMS, Bazan, St Clears, Carmarth Grocer Car- 
maithen Pet June 1 Ord June 1 ae 
‘Woovrrivce, Wittiam Hesny, Kxeter, Commission Agent 
Pet Jume6 urd June 6 





Great Marlborough st 








FIRST MEETINGS. 


Buck, Kate. Northfleet, Kent June 18 at 11.30 115, | 


Bigh st Rochester 

Brcxiey, Jonny Evceye, Copthall av, Turf Commission 
Agent June 19at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

CampreLtt, Tuomas Fpwarp, Sunderland, Commercial 
Traveller June 15 at 330 Off Rec, 25, John st, 
Sunde: land 

Cuannek, Henry ALFRED, Swansea, Hairdresser June 18 
at12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Cotvin, Ernest, Newington causeway, Licensed Victualler 
June i9at 230 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Crovcn, Witi1am, Leicester, Tailor June 16 at 12.30 Off 
Kec, 1, Bersidge st, Leicester 

Dornson, Jouy, Bradford, Coal Dealer June 15at11 Off 
Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Evans, Jonxs Harrstone, Shrewsbury, Salop, Carpenter 
June 19 at10.30 Off Rec, 42, St John’s hill, Shrewsbury 

Hiseett, Artuvr Amos, Norwich, St ’s F 
June 16 at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Juxes, Henry. Cinderford, Glos, Baker June 16 at12 Off 

Station rd, Gloucester 

LaMBRICK, JAMes, and JosepH TxHomas Lamprick, St 
Martin, Cornwall, Farmers June 16 at 12 Off Ree, 
Boscawen st, Truro 

Lovatr, Josrau, Bilston, Staffs, Grocer June19at11 Off 
Rec, Wolverhampton 

Lye, Frances Serixa, Wandsworth June 15at1130 24, 
Railway app London Bridge 

Marsters, Cuartes, King’s Lynn, Farmer June 21 at 3 
Court house, King’s Lynn 

Matret, Tivo. Portsdown rd, Maida Vale, Professor of 
Music June 15at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Norv, Frep Irthlingborough Northampton. Shoe Manu- 
facturer June 15 at 1230 Off Rec, County court 
bidgs, Sheep st, Northampton 





PacknamM, CuaRites Henry, New Brompton, Kent, House | 


Decorator June18at11 115, High st, Rochester 

Patmer, Joun Tuomas, Leicester, General Dealer June 
15at3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Parsons, Ricuarp, Coalville, Leicester, General Dea'er 
e une 20 at 1130 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on 
Trent 

Pryor, Jonx, Wandsworth June 15 at 3 24, Railway 
app, London Bridge 

Rep, Verxox, B, Leeds, Furniture Dealer June J5 at 12 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, 8 

Rorsos, James, Gateshead. Butcher June 15 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 20, Mosley st, Newcastle oa Tyne 

Saxprorp, Eowix, Bognor, Jobbing Gardener June 21 at 
230 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion blogs, Brighton 

Stapex, Warten Tuomas, HM Civil Prison. Lewes, 
Commercial Clerk June 15 at 1230 24, Railway app. 
London Bridge 

Tuomas, Jou~n Rees Lisworney, nr Cowbridge, Glam, 
Farmer June 18 at 2.30 Off Ree, 117, 8t Mary st, 
Cardiff 

VARLEY, ALFRED, Selby, York, Licensed Victual'er June 
20 at 11.15 Off Rec, 28 Stonegate, Yurk 


Waterton, Epwinx, Salford, Licensed Victualler June 15 | 


at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 


Weis, Mavrice J, Union ct, Old Broad st, Stockbroker | 


June 18 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Witsox, Gzoraz, Wakefield, Carver June 15at11 Off | 


Ree, 6, Bond terr, Wakefield 
Wixpnan, F, Clapton, Civil Engineer June 18 at 2 30 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


Wooprripcr, WittiaAM Henry, Exeter, Commission Agent 


June 19 at 10.30 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 


| eee’ ~ ‘wad Canon WILLIAM STanisiaus, Kingston upon Hull July 31 Rollit & Sons, 
u 
TANKERVILLE, Right Hon Cuarves Earl of, Northumberland July 20 Arnold & White, 


Verscuoy_e, Capt Epwarp Grevitte, Bloemfontein July 14 Radcliffe & Co, Craven st 
| WALKER, WiLL1Am, Malmesbury, Wilts July 31 Forrester & Moir, Malmesbury 
| Wuever, ExizasetTs Lady, Southport July14 Walls & Stallard, Old Jewry 

WIyuact, Witt1am, Bethnal Green rd August1 Young & Sons, Mark lane 


A ded notices substituted for those published in 
the London Gazette of June 5 : 


Wickens. Joun, Ashford, Kent, Builder June 12 at 3 
The Saracen’s Head Hotel, Ashford 

Crosstanp, Witiram, Sneinton, Nottingham, Stableman 
Juoe 12 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 
Nottingbam 





ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bartiery, Tuomas, South Shields, Grocer Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet May12 Ord _—o : 

Bisry. Wittram, Normanton. Yorks, Coal Miner Wake- 
ticld Pet May18 Ord May 18 

Buca, Daviv, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Luton Pet June2 Ord June 2 

Carter Witwram, jun, Leadenhall st High Court Pet 
April 10 Ord June 5 

CuapMaAN. Freperick Martix, Bradford Peterborough 
Pet June6 Ord June 6 ‘ 

CresswEL., Witt1aM, Burmingham, Cabinet Maker Bir- 
mingham Pet May 31_ Ord May 31 

Epwarps, Georce, and Wittiam Epwarps, Lavister, nr 
Wrexham, Engineers Wrexham Pet May 21 Ord 
June 1 

Evans, Davip Tuouas, Mumbles, Glam, Tailor Swansea 
Pet June5 Ord June5 

Evans, Joun Harrstone, Shrewsbury. Salop, Carpenter 
Shrewsbury Pet May 23 Ord June 2 

Farmer, James Hersert, Copthall av, Solicitor High 
Court Pet Jan3 Ord May 25 e 

Hits, James, Redditch, Worcester, Draper Birmingham 
Pet Feb 14 Ord June 2 

Hirst, Arraur Wiiiam, Croydon Electrical Engineer 
Croydon Pet May 28 Ord May 31 

Houirmaswortn, WiLtiAM James, West Ewell, Surrey 
Croydon Pet April 26 Ord June 1 

Martiys, Annie Sopuis, Brixton High Court Pet April 
20 June 5 

PacknaM, Cuartes Henry, New Brompton, Kent, House 
Decorator Rochester Pet June2 Ord June 2 

Psrxks, THomas, Bromsgrove, Baker Worcester Pet June 
2 Ord June 2 

Proverts, ALFRED, Walsall, Hatter Walsall Pet May 
81 Ord May 31 

Piacorr, JoserH WiiuiaM, and WitL1am Jouy Barrows 
Leicester, Builders Leicester Pet June 2 wr 
June 2 

Ress, Joun, Cardiff, Chemist Cardiff Pet June 2 Ord 
June 2 

Rosson, James, Gatesh-ad, Batcher Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet May 30 Ord May 31 ' 

20BERTS, Rowert, Criccieth, Carnatvons, Builder Port- 
madoc Pet June2z Ord June 2 

Seaman, Tuomas Joseru. Finsbury pavement, Brewer's 
Accountant Aigh Court Pet Feb3 Ord May 31 

Waverton, Epwin, Salford, Licensed WVictualler Salford 
Pet June l Ord Juve 2 

Witiiams, Saran, st Clears, Carmarthens, Grocer 
Carmarthen Pet June 1 Ord June 1 

Wooprripce, Wituam Henry, Exeter, Commission 
Agent Exeter Pet June6 Ord Juneé 
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Betrieip, Tuomas Witi14x, Holli m, Stafford, Farmer 
Stoke upon Trent Pet May 25 Ord June 8 

Besnert, Freperick James, Brixton, Commission Agent 
High Court PetJune7 Ord June7 


| BuaxeLgy, Georcz Ernst Bensamin, Dewsbury, York, 
Solicitor De 


webury Pet May 26 Ord June 





June 


—— 


DING, 
Borwnilde 
CEGIBE 
ag oO 
FORD, 
Bat 4 
BION, 
al June § 
CantER, | 
Pet Ju 
CaTTetl, 
Exete 
DWELL 
Oeiiie 
CoRvIsH, : 
June | 
Daviet, £ 
Butch 
Davizs, ¢ 
June 
Evans, A 
Victu 
Fawcett. 
facta 
Freeman, 
_ 
Fay, CoA 
Ord J 


GiGEB, 
May 
GoDFREY: 
Pet } 
Goup, ¢ 
May. 
Garay, JC 
June 
GairFiTH 
mart 
GairriTH 
Chai 
Hatt, F: 
Burt 


Hau, L 
Pet J 


Subs 











a8, 


ir, 


June 16, 1900. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 


(Vol. 44.] 543 








———_—— 
—— 


BouLpinG, Artuur James, Sittingbourne, a, Coach- 
puilder Rochester Pet June8 Ord June 8 

BRACEGIROLE, JOSEPH, Newport in rp Gone, 
Farmer Macclestield Pet June 6 Ord J 
FoRD, JOHN, Reading, Licensed Victualler” Reading | 
Pet June6 Ord June 6 

Buntox, WALTER, Leicester, Glass Dealer Leicester Pet | 
June9 Ord June 9 

Canter, Heney, Darlington, Joiner Stockton on Tees | 
PetJuse7 Ord June7 

Carrett, Henry James, Nymet Tracey, Devon, Butcher 
Exeter Pet June6 Ord June 6 


Coupwett, Herbert ALBERT Bramaam, Barnsley, ade, | 


Colliery Diftsman Barnsley PetJune7 Ord June7 | 
CorsisH, Jouy, Caledonian rd, Butcher High Court Pet | 
June7 Ord June7 
Daxret, Georce Wit11Am, Aston Cross, eee Pork | 
Butcher Birmingham Pet June7 Ord Jun 
bavese. Jaume, Fag — Glam, Collier Pontypridd Pet 
8 


June 
Evans, ANNE, nt Emlyn, Carmarthens, Licensed 
Victualler Carmarthen Pet June6 Ord June6 


Fawcert, James, Great Horton, Bradford, Worsted Manu- | 


facturer Bradford Pet June2 Ord June 2 
Faeruan, Rennxison, Leeds, Cattle Dealer Leeds Pet 
June7 Ord June 7 
Fay, pees Dover, Dairyman Canterbury Pet June 9 | 
J 


Guvczn, M & E, nee, Butchers St Albans Pet | 
May 


30 Ord June 8 


Goprrey, G B, Steyning, om, Contractor Brighton | 
Pet May 16 


Ord June 8 
Goutp, Gzorce, Hurdlow, Derbys, Farmer Derby Pet 
May 29 Ord June 8 


Gaay, Jonny, Brighton, Sussex, Fly Driver Brighton Pet 
June9 Ord June 9 
Gairritus, Davip, Lampeter, Cuniageae, Farmer Car- | 


marthen Pet June9 Grd June 9 
GairriTus, Witu1am Jonny, and Tuomas Batson, Bristol, 


Manufacturers Bristol PetJune9 Oxd June 9 | 


Hatt, Freperick Witiram, Whitwick, Leicesters, Joiner 
Burton on Trent Pet June7 Ord June7 

Haut, Lovis Witi1am, Redhil), Surrey, Grocer Croydon 
Pet June6 Ord June 6 

Harvey, 18, Astwood rd, Cromwell rd High Court Pet 
May 18 Ord June 8 

Herresnan, Tuomas, Kensington High Court Pet 
March 30 Ord May 4 

Hopasos, W1LL1AM, Glaisdale, York, Joiner Stockton on 
Tees Pet June7 Or1d June7 


Horsratt, Rovert, Bradford, Piumber Bradford Pet | 


June 2 Ord June 2 

Hvuxtrox, Tuomas Atrrep, Ycrk, Traveller York Pet 
June6 Ord June 6 

Isox, Harry Joun, Shrewsbury, Chemist Shrewsbury | | 
Pet June7 Ord June 7 | 

Kine, Henry Lisle st, Soho, Harness Maker High Court | 
Pet April 4 Pet June 8 

Mason, Grorce Witiiam. Kingston upon oe, Grocer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet June 7 Ord June 

Mozrisoy, James Hostrier, York, \ pees Bath Beegnteee 
York PetJune8 Ord June | 

— Mary, Otley, York oe Pet June 7 Ord | 

une 7 

Rostxsoxn, ALrrED and ArTuur Tuomas Sykes, Stockton 

oon, Drapers Stocktonon Tees Pet June 7 Ord 
uce 7 

Taytor, Freperick Epwarp vee, Shorncliffe, Kent 
Canterbury Pet May 25 

Truman, FrepErick H, _ ne, Builder Exeter Pet 
June7 Ord June 7 

Woonnovsr, Joun Tuomas, Derby, Greengrocer Derby 
PetJune8 Ord June 8 

Wricat, Rosert, Tallington, Lincs, Hotel Keeper Peter- | 
borough Pet June9 Ord June 9 

Yarpiey, Wittiam, Brighton, Joumalies Brighton Pet | 
April’2 Ora June 8 

Youne, James Pick, Bourne Fen, Siam, Labourer Peter- | 
borough Pet June9 Ord June 9 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


ALEXANDER, Rosina GertaupE, Hatton garden June 22 | 
atl2 Bankruptcy blégs, Carey st 

Autex, Mary Kuizanatu, Barnsley, York, Fruiterer 
June 20 at 1015 Off Kec, Regent st, Barasley 

Bayes, H H, Camden Town June 22 at 11 Bankruptey | 
bidgs, Carey st 





Bounnaer, Witiram, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat Manu- 
| facturer June 22 at 11.30 Chamber of Commerce, 53, 
} George st, Luton 
| Carr, James, Bradford, Mail Cart Manufacturer June 19 
at 11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
CaTrELt, Henry ‘JAMES, Tracey, Devon, Butcher 
June 28 at 10.30 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

| Cotes, WiILL1AM Jonny, old Kent rd, Grocer June 21 at 
11 Bankruptcy bligs, Carey st 

| CrEsswELL. WILLIAM, Birmingham, Cabinet Maker June 22 
at1l 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

| Evans, Anne, Newcastle Emlyn, Connantheus, Licensed 
Victuaitler June 19 at 12 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Car- 


marthen 
Ev. _—_ Davio Tuomas, Mumbles, Glam, Tailor June 20 at 
Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
pas. James, Great Horton, eat Worsted 
Manufacturer June 20 at 11 Off Ree, 31 r row, 
| Beadtford 
Freeman, Rennison, Leeds, Cattle Dealer June 19 at 12 
| Off Rec, 22, Park row, ots 
| Gass, Hues Oswyn, Bewdley, Worcesters June 19 at 2.45 
Spencer Thuratield, 8 licitor, 12, Oxford st, Kidder- 


| minster 

Savemem, Txomas, Kensington June 19 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hirst, Artaur Witiram, Croydon, Electrical Engineer 

June 21 at 1130 24, Railway app, London —_ 

Houuwesworts, WittiamM James, West Ewell, Surrey 
Jane 19 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Horsrautt, Roser, Bradford, Plumber June 20 at 12 
Off Rec. 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Huston. fHomas ALFRED, = Traveller June 21 at 12.15 
Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, Y: 

Jones, JOHN, ‘and JAMES all Cradley Heath, Staffs, 
“~~ June 19 at 11 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
et, Dudie 

Lazarvs, ner Bushey Heath, Herts, Author June 19 
at3 Off Rec. 95 Temple chmbrs, Temple av 


Masox, George Wit.iam, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer 
June 19 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity — In, Hull 

| Morrison, James Hostier, York, Turkish Bath Pro- 
prietor June 26 at 12.15 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

Murr, Joun. armley, Leede, Cloth Manufacturer June 19 
at3 Off Ree, 22, Park row, 

Nosie, Jouy Freperick, Nottingham June 19 at12 Off 
Ree, 4, Castie pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Parsons, BENJAMIN, Tipton, Icon Moulder June 19 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Woiverhampton st, Dudley 

—-< —. Brom:grove, Baker June 20 at 11 45 


a it, Worcester 
Proworr, fo EPH WILLIAM, and Witiiam Jonny Barnows, 
Leicester, Builders June 19 at 1230 Off Rec, 1, 

Berridge st. Leicester 

Pits, Jouy, Eastdown, Devon, Yeoman June 20 at 2 
Sauders & Son, High st, Barastaple 

Price, James, Dowlais, Baker June 19 at 12 135, High 
st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Qurxcay, Tuomas Henry, Redditch, Worcester, Commission 
Agent June 20atil 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 


Rayyer, Mary, Otley, York June 19 at 11 Off Ree, 22, 
Park row, Leed: 


8 
| Rees, Jony, Cardiff, Chemist June 20at12 Off Rec, 117, 


St Mary st, Cardiff 
Rice, ANDREW, Ossett, Yorks, Rag Merchant June 21 at 3 
Off Rec, Batley 


Ross, James, Walton, Liverpool. | Medical Pracitioner June | 


20 at12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st. Liverpoo! 
Scuorsorau, N J H, Finchley rd, ttn ay June 21 at 
.30 Baokruptcy egy, A st 
ae % Joun, Brixton, Hotel Keeper June 25 at 11.30 
igh st, Rochester 
Tau a uGH GROsV ENOR, Hart st, , a Solicitor 
June 21 at 11 SHankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
Truman, Ricnarp FREDERICK, Teigemnouth, F Bailder June 
28 at 10 30 Off Rec, 13, Bedford cres 
| Vaxy, teal Hay Mills, nr Birmingham m, Cycle Dealer 
une 20 at 12 174, Corporation st, 
| wecham Saran, St Clears, Carmarthens, neg June 19 
at il Off Rec, 4, Queen Carmarthen 
| Win Ams, WILLIAM ‘Epw agp, Bangor, Farmer June 23 at 
Ship Hotel, Bangor 
| Wirson. CyRiL J, King st, Cheapside June 20 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
| Waoutr, Arraur GeorcE, D Musical Instrument 
Dealer June 21 at 12 Banhrepley bldgs, Carey st 








ADJUDICATIONS, 
Bewnvett, Farpenick James, Brixton, Commission Agent 
ae - —— 7 Ord Juue7 Cente 
ULDING, ARTHUR JAMES, Sittingbourne, Keat, 
Bas Pulder ae oe flag ay 
CEGIRDL OSEPH, Newport Astbary, Chester. 
Farmer Macclesticld Pet June 6 Ord Juce 6 : 
BunnaGe, Witu1Am, Luton, Bed Straw Hat Manufac- 

turer Luton pp tae tog ML. Ord June 7 


Soa, une 8 Ord June Leicester, Glass is Ad Leicester Pet 
jm e &, Sunderiand, Beige. Goamaniel Traveller 
anderland Pet J Ord June 7 


Carter, Heyry, Darlington, Joiner Stockton on Tees 
Cc. a Ang P dans, ~¢' Tracey, Dev Butcher 
ATTELL, Henry Sane, 

Exeter Pet J Gltene 7 


CoLDWELL, acme, ; oo Barnsley Y.rks, 
Drifteman Pet June7 Ord June 7 
Cornisu, Jony, Caledonian rd, Butcher High Court Pet 
Juane7 Ord June 7 
Davigs, James, Yayehir, Glam, Collier — Pet 
June8 Ord June 


Evans, Anyg, Newcastle Emlyn, Carmarthens, 
Victualler Carmarthen et June 6 Ord June 6 
Fawcett, James, Great Horton, Bradford, oy Manu- 
facturer Bradford Pet June2 Ord June 
Forp, Epuunp Deace, Long Stratton, Norfolt Ipswich 
April2 Ord June7 
Posepan, Berrrau, Uxbridge, Surveyor Windsor Pet 


y12 Ord June7 
—— Rennison, Leeds, Cattle Dealer Leeds Pet 
Ord June 7 
Fax, Cnancas, Dover, Dairyman Canterbury Pet June 9 
une 9 
Grorcz, Henry, Clifton, Bristol, Butcher Bristol Pet 
May 26 Ord Juae 8 


Gnax, Jour, B Brighton, Fly Driver Brighton Pet June 9 
une 9 
GerirFiTHs om Lampeter, Cardigan, Farmer Car- 
marthen Pet June9 Ord June 9 
Het, ns Wi.uram, Whitwick, , Saipestan, Joiner 
Burton oa Trent Pet June7 Ord J 
Hearts, Greorcr Antuony, Heddon st, jal st, Jeweller 
High Court Pet April it Juaes 
Hopasoy, Wi11aM, Glaisdale York, Joiner Stockton on 
Tees Pet June7 Ord June7 
Horsrauu, Robert, Ganedesd, Plumber Bradford Pet 
June2 Ord June 
Huxtox, Taomas dl York, Traveller York Pet 
June6 Ord June 6 
Kiexey, Hengrerra, Leyton, Spinster High Court Pet 
K ea, ny Fe , rr Clothier Birmingham 
YNNERSLEY, FRANCIS, 
Pet May 1 Ord June8s 
Lazarus, Heyry, Bushey Heath, Herts, Author 8t 
Albans Pet Junel Ord June 8 
Masoy, Gzorce Wituram, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet June 7 Ord June 7 
Micvese, Hersert Staywey, Redland, a 
Agent Bristol Pet June2 Ord June 
Moraisoy, James Hostie } any 
Pet June 8 
O’SuLLivan, JamEs y rag , ae ln High Court 
Pet March 24 Ord June 6 
Pixper, Percy Freperick, Bristol, Licensed Victualler 
Bristol Pet May 23 Ord June 9 
Ports, Gzorce Henry, Glastonbury, Innkeeper We ls 
Pet May8 Ord June 7 
Rayner,jMary, Otley, York Leeds Pet June 7 Ord Juce 7 
Ritcuiz, CLemEst, and Maniox Rircuie Stroud, vlos, 
} dewey ufacturers Glvucester Pet April 23 Ord 
une 
Sanprorp, Capt Francis Marmapuke Henry, Arundel st, 
igh Court Pes March 23 Ord June? 
Truman, Ricuarp Freperick, Teig 
¥ —_ = Pet pe ta June 8 — ants Dealer 
ayy, THomas, Hay nur 
Bu ham Pet May 16 Ord June8 
Woopnovust, Joun ay Derby, Grengrocer Derby 
Pet June8 Ord June 8 
Worratt, Serpent Foster, Sheffield, Butcher Sheffield 
w Pet ay Ord a a A 7 Hotel " 
RIGHT, ROBERT, lington, Lincs, @ per 
Peterborough "Pet June9 Ord June 
Youne, James Pick, Bourne Fen, Lincs, Labourer 
Peterborough Pet June9 Ord June 











NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


35, 
Subscribed Capital, £4,233,325, 


LAWRENCE EDLMANN CHAL 1. Esq. 
writin THEODORE DOXAT, 
WILLIAM FOWLER, Esq. 


Manager: CHARLES HENRY HUTCHINS, 


Auditor: JOSEPH GURNEY FOWLER, Esq. 


Paid-up Capital £846, 665. 
DIRECTORS. 
WILLIAM JAMES THOMPSON, Esq., Chairman. 
WILLIAM HANCOCK, Esq. 
QUINTIN HOGG, Esq. 
Esq. Sub-Manager: LEWIS BEAUMONT, Esq. 


CORNHILL, LONDON, 3.C- 


Reserve Fund, £460,000. 


sneeret> CAMERON NORMAN, Esq. 
JOHN FRANCIS OGILVY, Esq. 
AvaUSTUS SILLEM, Esq. 


Secretary: CHARLES WOOLLEY, Esq. 


(Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Co.). 


Bankers: BANK OF ENGLAND; THE UNION BANK OF manana, LIMITED. 





Approved Mercantile Bills Discounted. Loans granted upon Negotiable Securities. 
Money received on Deposit, at Call and Short Notice, at the Current Market Rates, and for 
Longer Periods upon Terms to be Specially Agreed upon. 


Investments in and Sales of all descriptions of British and Foreign Securities effected. 
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THE SOLICITORS’ 
LAW STATIONERY SOCIETY, LD. 


LONDON: 
22, CHANCERY LANB, 
33, LAWRENCE LANE, CHEAPSIDE. 





PAPER INDENTURES 


And Followers, 


Lithographed and Ruled on Best Quality 
Azure Laid Paper. F 
Per Quire. 
Med. 4to. Fep. Dmy 
a4a4G@ 64. 


This Fndenture a «x £6. £6 90 
Memorandum of Agreement 16 16 20 
Bn Agreement ber 3 ee 2e 2H 
This is the Last Will 16 £8 £8 
Rnow all Men a 2 $3 88°39 
Followers for any of tbe 

above ... = we 4g 29 


The oldest, most successful, and largest Com” ny 

transacting Mortgage Insurance Business 
FIDELITY GUARANTEES. 

SPECIAL INDEMNITIES 

qecunrrY to the HIGH COURTS of 

JUSTICE, to the PROBATE COURT, COMMIF- 
SIONERS of LUNACY, &c. 

MORTGAGES GUARANTEED BY 


THE OCEAN ACCIDENT AND GUARANTEE 
CORPORATION, LIMITED, 


who are also prepared 
AOT AS TRUSTEES. 
Fouxpgp 1871. 
Authorised Capital o «© « « £1,600,000, 
Subscribed ° . ° ‘.° ° £420,870. 
Reserves (31/12/97) . . . . . £327,477. 
RICHARD J. PAULL, 
General Manager and Secretary. 
Heap Orrice: 40 to 44, MOORGATE 8T., LONDON, E.C. 
Law Courts Braxcn: 27, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
West Exp Brawcu: 11, PALL MALL. 


“LAW NOTES” LENDING LIBRARY 


for PRACTITIONERS and STUDENTS. 
Country subscribers can have books sent by Parcel Post. 
For information ‘ 
Tur Lisrantay, “Law Notes” Library, 
25 and 26, Chancery-lane, London W.C. 





TO EXECUTORS, SOLICITORS, AND OTHERS. 


MESSRS. LAMBERT, 
GOLDSMITHS, JEWELLERS, & SILVEGSMITSS, 
10, 11, &12, Coventry-st., Piccadilly, W. 
VALUERS FOR PROBATE OR DIVISION. 
Porcuasers or Diamond JeEwetiery asp Antique SiLver. 


LAW PARTNERSHIPS. 
MESSRS. HOOPER & SON 


Invite SOLICITORS desiring PARTNERS, or wishing to 
DISPOSE of their PRACTICES, as well as those seeking a 
PARTNERSHIP or SUCCESSION, to avail themselves of 
the Advantages of their REGISTER. 
69, LUDGATE HILL, E.C 
HOOPER & SON, 
LAW STATIONERS, ACCOUNT BOOK MAKERS 
PRINTERS, LITHOGRAPHERS, 4c. 





Every Description and Quality of Stationery at} 


Lowest Charges. 
HOOPER & SON, 69, LUDGATE HILL. 


Nes LONDON and WESTMINSTER 

LOAN and DISCOUNT COMPANY (Limited) 

(Incorporated 1856), 
Chief Office : 63, St. Martin’s-lane, W.C. 
City Office : 43, London-wall, E.C. 

ADVANCE MONEY IN THE FULL AMOUNT upon 
furniture, deeds, leases, life policies, personal security, &c., 
on the following terms of repayment, including interest :— 
£30 One Year, Monthly Repayments of............£2 16 3 
£50 a 





£413 9 


” ” 





” 
£100 ” ” ” £9 7 6 
Moderate Rates for Bills of Sale. Arrangements can be 
made for quarterly or aa repayments extending 
over a period of 10 years, rger sums advanced in the 
same proportion. Further particulars and prospectus gratis 
or post-free on application to either of the offices. 


rae CHEQUEH BANE, 
Ltd. 


ESTABLISHED 1873. 


HORSE INSU 
Trustex: The Most Hon. the Marquis of TWEEDDALE. E, 
Bankers: BANK OF ENGLAND. CA R 4 lA G F A C C i 
For Estate Payments, Disbursements, &c, USE 
CHEQUE BANK CHEQUES. No cheaper form of DR ; } 
IVERS’ ACCIDENTS, 


remittance to any part of the world. Payment of Annuities 
undertaken. Current Accounts Opened. Deposits Re- 
ceived at InTEREST, aS aon 
Head Office : 98, Bishopsgate Within, B.C. IMPERIAL ACCIDENT, LIVE STOCK & GENERIL 
INSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED, 
EsTABLISHED 1878. 
Head Offices: 17, Pall Mall East, London, 8.W, 


____ West End Office : 14, Cockspur-street, 8.W. 
LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCCESSIONS. 
Horses insured against Death from Accident & isease 
Carriages insured against Damage by Collision. Fale 


For Vacancies in Town and Soety. or for Introdluc- 
a 
Bolting, or Kicking of the Horses, or being Run Into, 


tions to Gentlemen requiring above, apply to 

J. HARCOURT SMITH, 
Partnership arm and Law Oosts Draftsman. 

3 Employers insured against Drivers’ Accidents to Per. 

sons and Property of Third Persons, by Collisions 

Carelessness of Drivers, Horses Bolting, Kicking, &. 


Chancery-lane. 
§N.B.-- MORTGAGE SECURITIES WANTED. 
CLAIMS PAID, nearly £200,000. 
Prospectuses, &c., sent post-free on application 
AGENTS REQUIRED. B. 8. ESSEX, Manager, 





SLATERS, 
DETECTIVES. 


Telephone, 302 Bank 

HENRY SLATER, Manager, Now ready, price 20s.; cash, 16s. ; or post-free, 16s 6d, 
«te Basinghatlstreet, wo. | INDERMAUR'S PRINCIPLES and PRACTICE i 

te SOME CHEAP REPORTS. -<s | Matters of and appertaining to CONVEYANCING. 
Law Reports (Tue), 1866 to 1899, inclusive and complete; | 4 Complete work on the above subject, for the use of 
291 vols., half-calf and cloth. £80. Students and the Profession, and specially intended for 


ee: : : ‘ae : ae | the Solicitors’ Final (Pass and Honours) Examinations 
(st Bade dw) — and complete ; 141 a It forms a companion volume to the Author’s works on 


* Principles of 0 ” “ Princi hy 
—, 1881 to 1898, inclusive and complete ; 110 vols , half- ; P ave Law ” and * Principles of Equity. 
vellum (Statutes half-calf). £43. Furnival Press: GEO. BARBER, Furniva!-street, Holb 
Law Jovrnat Reports, 1841 to 187, complete, with Office of the Law Students’ Journal. 


Statutes, Magistrates’ Cases, &c., in about 142 vols., 
cloth ; 47 years; Oaly £22. ZF, POLOGICAL SOCIETY’S GARDENS, 
*.* ALL IN SOUND CONDITION. 5 PB Park, are now OPEN DAILY (except 
undays) from 9 a.m, until sunset. Admission 1s. Mon- 

WILDYT & Sons, days 6d, Children always 64. Among the recent addition 


Lincoun’s-1nw ARCHWAY, CAREY-STREET, Lonpon, W.C. is a young male Argali sheep. 














Solicitors’ Journal & Weekly Reporter. 


The General Contents of the SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL comprises Ovrrenr Tors; 
Leapine Articies; Reports or Cases or THe Wexrk (turnished by Barristers in the various Courts); 
Reviews or New Law Books ; CorresponDENCE ON Matrers oF PRorgsstonaL INTEREST; New Ruts 
anv Orpens, With explanations of their effect; Penpin6 Leoisnation ; LEGISLATION or THE YRAR; 
APPOINTMENTS AND OxpituaRy ; Rerorts or MerTincs AND ProceepinGs or Law Socrerres; GAzerms, 
&c. ; Summary of the Legal News of the Weck; and «pecial attention is bestowed on furnishing 
early copies of all New Rules, Urders, and Court Papers. 











The WEEKLY REPORTER contuins full reports of the facts, arguments, and judgments ia 
all the important cases decided in the Houre of Lords, the Privy Council, the Court of Appeal, each 
cf the Divisions of the High Court, and the Court of Bankruptcy. Every effort is made to publish 
the reports as speedily after the decision of a case as possible. Subscribers to the Weekiy Report 
receive a copy of the Annual Digest, and a copy of all the important Statutes of the year. 


NEW VOLUMES COMMENCED ON NOVEMBER 4rtn, 1899 
ANNUAL SUBSCRIPTIONS, WHICH MUST BE PAID IN ADVANCE: 





SOLIGITOR? SOCRe As, and WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 52s ; posat-free Single 
umber, is. 


SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL ONLY, 26s.; Country, 28s ; Foreign, 30s. 4d ; Single Number, 6¢ 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 26s.; Country or Foreign, 28s.; Single Number, 6d. 


ORDER FORM. 





1900. 





| Please send the Souicrtors’ Journat and WEEKLY Reporter from 
! *. 
| 


until countermanded, TI enclose cheque for , my Subseription 


for months. 


The Jounw at. anu Revorrer can be ordered from any date, and back numbers of the current volumes can be suppli 


| Cheques and Post Office Orders payable to H. Viniens. Office: 27, Chancery-lane, wa. 


sd a 


RI 


50, 1 


Fun: 
YEA 


Frepezirers? 


